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ABSTRACT 
Teacher Expectations and Achievement 
of Bilingual Students 
(February, 1985) 
Carmen Delgado Contreras, 
B.A., California State University, Los Angeles 
M.S., University of Southern California 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor Robert L. Sinclair 
Research indicates that teacher expectations of students and 
teacher behaviors seem to be one aspect of teaching that can encourage 
or hinder student achievement. Yet we are not sure as to what extent 
teacher expectations in a bilingual context influence the limited- 
Engl ish-proficient student's academic achievement. The purpose of the 
present study was to investigate the relationship between teacher expec¬ 
tations of bilingual children and English reading achievement. 
Specifically, the following hypotheses gave directions to the 
study. 
Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant positive cor¬ 
relation between the language proficiency of bilingual 
students and teacher expectations for reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences 
between ways teachers behave toward students and teacher 
expectations for reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 3: There are no significant differences 
between achievement of students in English reading and 
teacher expectations for reading achievement. 
vi 
Null Hypothesis 4: There is no significant positive cor¬ 
relation between teacher's use of Spanish when teaching a 
bilingual student and teacher's expectations for reading 
achievement in English. 
The procedure of the study was one in which the Teacher-Child 
Dyadic Interaction System was used to collect observational data about 
teacher-child classroom behaviors. Analysis of variance procedures 
were used to analyze the data associated with hypotheses concerned 
with teacher behavior and reading achievement. Spearman rank correla¬ 
tions were computed to determine the level of agreement between ranking 
of teacher expectations and English language proficiency, and the 
teacher's use of Spanish. 
The results showed that the four null hypotheses were rejected. 
Specifically, teachers exhibited more praise and more opportunities 
to respond to students for whom they held high expectations than to 
students for whom they held low expectations. Further, high teacher 
expectations were significantly related to high English language pro¬ 
ficiency. Also, teacher expectations were significantly related to the 
teacher's use of Spanish with students for whom they held low expecta¬ 
tions. Finally, there were significant differences in reading achieve¬ 
ment between students for whom teachers had high expectations and stu¬ 
dents for whom teachers had low expectations. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
The academic achievement of bilingual learners is a crucial concern 
that needs to be examined more intensively by educators who are deter¬ 
mined to improve the effectiveness of elementary education. Witness, 
for example, that by 1985 one-half of the children in kindergarten 
through sixth grade in California will be Spanish-speaking.1 Too often, 
limited English-proficient students are not academically successful in 
public schools. For example, as early as the fourth grade, Hispanic 
students are scoring up to ten percentage points below the national 
2 
average in reading, science, and mathematics. 
There has been some effort made in the past two decades to under¬ 
stand and address the educational needs of linguistically and culturally 
distinct students who have been less successful than the traditional 
student in the United States. In the past sixteen years we have witnessed 
the growth of educational opportunities for Hispanic children through 
the implementation of bilingual education programs. Many bilingual 
education programs have been initiated by federal legislation, such as 
Paul Stupp, Rebecca Oxford, and David Lopez et al. Projection 
of Non-English Language Background and Limited-English Proficient 
Persons in the United States to the Year 2000 (Washington, D.C.: 
National Center for Education Statistics of the United States, 
[1981]), p. 1. 
^George H. Brown and Michael A. Olivas et al. The Condition of 
Education for Hispanic Americans (Washington, D.C.: National Center 
for Education Statistics and LULAC National Educational Service 
Centers, Inc, 1980), p. 217; and National Assessment of Educationa 
Progress, Hispanic Student Achievement in Five Learning Areas: 1971 -/b 
(Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics, LNlay, 
1977]), pp. 5-12. 
1 
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ESEA Title VII of 1968. Bilingual education programs have also been 
supported by federal litigation of which Lau v. Nichols3 is the most 
prominent case. Bilingual education has come to the forefront of 
educational practices in the United States. As Zamora asserts, 
"Because of the institution of bilingual programs, Hispanic children in 
many school districts are for the first time effectively learning 
English and essential subject matter skills. Students in bilingual 
programs constantly stay in school longer and attend school more 
4 
regularly. . ." As a consequence of bilingual programs and increased 
teacher contact with Hispanic students of both limited English- 
proficiency as well as fluent English-proficiency, educators have 
learned that complex factors influence the academic achievement of 
bilingual students. 
A comprehensive study of Mexican American students' reading 
achievement in English conducted by the United States Commission on 
Civil Rights reveals that Mexican American children are not learning 
to read adequately and are not acquiring the necessary skills and 
attitudes to benefit from traditional educational experiences. Another 
indicator of low achievement of Hispanic students is grade retention. 
3Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563, (1974). 
^Gloria L. Zamora, "Zamora Speaks on Bilingual Education," 
Bilingual Journal VII (1983):6. 
^United States Commission on Civil Rights, The Unfinished Educa¬ 
tion: Outcomes for Minorities in the Five Southwestern States 
Mexican American Educational Series, Report 2 (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1971), pp. 23-24. 
3 
Carter and Segura assert that the most common reason for not advancing 
students is their failure to perform academically at grade level in 
English. Most, but not all, grade repeats occur in the first grade and 
affect Chicano and other Hispanic students more than other students. 
This is critical, since as Saville-Troike^ suggests, early childhood 
years are most important in preparing children for successful public 
school participation and future involvement in the dominant society. 
g 
Lado points out that poor achievement and high dropout rates among 
Hispanics in the United States are related to low reading competence. 
If measured academic achievement is an indicator of school success, 
current educational practices fail to equip most limited English- 
proficient learners with academic skills necessary to benefit from 
educational and economic opportunities. We are not sure, for example, 
to what extent teacher expectations in a bilingual context influence 
the limited English-proficient student's academic achievement. 
Ryan and others conclude ". . . it is clear that teachers are the 
single most important element in the school . . . more important than 
the quality of facilities, the quantity of equipment and materials, or 
^Thomas P. Carter and Roberto D. Segura, Mexican Americans in 
School : A Decade of Change (New York: College Entrance Examination 
Board, 1979), pp. 91-98. 
^Muriel Troike-Saville, Foundations for Teaching English as a 
Second Language (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1976), 
p. 4. 
8Robert Lado, "Biliteracy in Preschool," a discussion paper, at 
the Spanish Education Development Center Preschool Reading Project, 
Washington, D.C., 1981, p. 2. 
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the level of financing."9 The quality of teaching is a powerful factor 
affecting achievement. Therefore, the bilingual ability of teachers 
appears to have a direct influence on the cognitive and affective growth 
of students whose primary language is one other than English.10 
Specifically, teacher expectations of student performance is one 
aspect of teaching that can encourage or hinder academic achievement. 
Gumperez suggests that student's language is one crucial attribute 
that shapes teacher judgment and teacher expectations of students. 
When teachers are faced with what they consider deviant speech by a 
limited English-speaking student, they tend to become frustrated and 
act in a manner toward the student that is less than positive. The 
expectations and related teacher behavior seems to inhibit the student's 
achievement in school. Limited English-proficient children are not 
achieving well in school, and research suggests that this might be 
g 
David G. Ryan, Characteristics of Teachers: A Research Study 
(Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1960), p. 3; and 
Timothy W. Young, "A Study of the Relationships of Certain Teacher 
Characteristics and the Achievement of Secondary Spanish Surname 
Students,1' (doctoral dissertation, Indiana University, 1979), p. 1. 
1 California State Department of Education, "Criteria for Bilingual 
Teacher Competencies," a discussion paper, Sacramento, California, 
July 1977, p. 3. 
^John J. Gumperez and Dell Hymes, eds.. Directions in Sociolin¬ 
guistics: The Ethnography of Communication (New York: Holt, Rinehart, 
and Winston, 1972), pp. 12-13. 
^Luis M. Laosa, "School, Occupation, Culture and Family: The Im¬ 
pact of Parental Schooling on the Parent-Child Relationship," Journal 
of Educational Psychology 74 (1982):817; Language Attitude and Speech 
of Spanish-English Bilingual Pupils. "Cited by" Richard P. Duran, ed., 
Latino Language and Communication Behavior (Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex 
Publishing Corp., 1981), p. 218; and Flora Ida Ortiz, "Bilingual 
Education Program Practices and Their Effect Upon Students' Performance 
and Self-Identity," Aztlan International Journal of Chicano Studies 
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significantly related to teacher expectations. Therefore, we need to 
determine exactly what relationship exists between teacher expectations 
and the limited English-proficient student's academic achievement. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the relation¬ 
ship between teacher expectations of selected first-grade and second- 
grade bilingual children and reading achievement of students in 
English. First, the researcher determined the expectations held by 
selected teachers of sampled first-grade and second-grade students. 
Second, teacher behaviors toward the high and low expectation 
students were identified. Finally, the relationship between teacher 
expectations and reading achievement of the sampled students was 
determined. 
Specifically, the following hypotheses gave direction to the 
study: 
Null Hypothesis 1: 
There is no significant positive correlation between 
the language proficiency of bilingual students and 
teacher expectations for reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2: 
There are no significant differences between ways 
teachers behave toward students and teacher 
expectations for reading achievement. 
Research 8 (1977):161. 
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Null Hypothesis 2.1: 
There are no significant differences between percentage 
of correct answers that are followed by teacher praise 
of students who are expected by the teacher to be high 
in English reading achievement and students who are 
expected by the teacher to be low in English readinq 
achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.2: 
There are no significant differences between language 
groups in percentage of wrong answers that are followed 
by teacher criticism of students who are expected by 
the teacher to be high in English reading achievement 
and students who are expected by the teacher to be low 
in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.3: 
There are no significant differences between classrooms 
by language groups in percentage of wrong answers that 
are followed by teacher criticism of students who are 
expected by the teacher to be high in English reading 
achievement and students who are expected by the teacher 
to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.4: 
There are no significant differences between percentage 
of wrong answers that are followed by repetition or 
rephrasing of the question for students who are expected 
by the teacher to be high in English reading achievement 
and students who are expected by the teacher to be low 
in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.5: 
There are no significant differences between percentage 
of reading problems that are followed by repetition, 
rephrasing of the question, or giving a clue for students 
who are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement and students who are expected by the 
teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.6: 
There are no significant differences between classrooms 
in percentage of answers (correct or incorrect) that are 
not followed by any feedback from the teacher to students 
who are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement and students who are expected by 
the teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.7: 
There are no significant differences between classrooms 
by language groups in percentage of answers (correct or 
incorrect) that are not followed by any feedback from 
the teacher to students who are expected by the teacher 
to be high in English reading- achievement and students 
who are expected by the teacher to be low in English 
reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.8: 
There are no significant differences between the propor¬ 
tion of times the teacher calls on a student whose hand 
is raised to answer an open question whether the stu¬ 
dents are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement or the students are expected by the 
teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.9: 
There are no significant differences between frequency 
of direct questions asked by the teacher of students 
who are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement and students who are expected by 
the teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 3: 
There are no significant differences between reading 
scores for bilingual students who are expected to be 
high in English reading achievement and students who 
are expected to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 4: 
There is no significant positive correlation between 
teacher's use of Spanish when teaching a bilingual 
student and teacher's expectations for reading 
achievement in English. 
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Significance of the Study 
There is considerable research on teacher expectations, teacher 
behavior, teacher attitude, and student achievement. In their investi¬ 
gations, many of the researchers turned their attention to the influence 
of factors such as socioeconomic status, gender, speech, race, and 
language of students on achievement.13 
Most research conducted on relationships between teacher expecta¬ 
tions and student achievement has been limited to monolingual English- 
speaking students in traditional classroom settings. In one study a 
number of children were excluded from the study because they could not 
speak English fluently.1^- The present study, however, will remedy this 
omission by providing information regarding the relationship between 
teacher expectations and academic achievement of bilingual students in 
bilingual classrooms. A large number of limited English-proficient 
students in the United States traditionally have been taught by 
monolingual English-speaking teachers. Yet, the low achievement levels 
^Harris M. Cooper and Thomas L. Good, Pygmalion Grows Up: Studies 
on the Expectation Communication Process (New York: Longman, 1983), 
pp. 1-23; and Ray Rist, "Student Social Class and Teacher Expectations: 
The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy in Ghetto Education," Harvard Educational 
Review 40 (1970): 411-451; and Myra Sadker and David Sadker et al., 
"Project Intersect: Project Overview and Preliminary Findings," paper 
presented at the American Educational Research Association, New York, 
March 1982, pp. 1-10; and Luis M. Laosa, "Inequality in the Classroom: 
Observational Research on Teacher-Student Interactions," Aztlan 
International Journal of Chicano Studies Research 8 (1977): 51-67. 
lz^Jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher's Communication of 
Differential Expectations for Children's Classroom Performance: Some 
Behavioral Data (Austin, Texas: University of Texas Research and 
Development Center for Teacher Education, [September, 1969]), pp. 1-25. 
9 
demonstrated by students seems to indicate that such teachers do not 
effectively instruct children from linguistically and culturally distinct 
backgrounds. The present study will contribute to the understanding 
of the dilemma by focusing on teacher behaviors and teacher expectations 
and their relationship to the academic achievement of bilingual students. 
Identifying teacher behaviors that are likely to influence 
achievement is an essential step in planning teacher training programs. 
Improving the quality of teaching is one of the important steps that 
should be taken toward improving quality of educational opportunities, 
not just for linguistically and culturally distinct children but for 
children in general. 
In summary, the proposed study will make two major contributions. 
First, the study will provide needed information to teachers and school 
administrators about teacher behaviors and expectations that will guide 
changes in teacher behavior to improve academic achievement of bilingual 
children. Second, the study will contribute to the knowledge base upon 
which pedagogically effective teacher training programs can be 
formulated. 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms were identified as having special meaning for 
the purposes of this study. 
Carter and Segura, Mexican Americans in School: A Decade of 
Change, pp. 194-202 and United States Commission on Civil Rights, 
Teachers and Students Differences in Teacher Interaction with Mexican 
American and Anglo Students. Mexican American Education Study, Report 
V (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 1-68. 
10 
Teacher Expectations 
Academic Achievement 
Bilingual Student. 
Self-Fulfilling 
Prophecies. 
Teacher Expectations are defined as 
inferences that a teacher makes about 
present and future academic achievement 
of students.16 Teacher expectations are 
based in part upon available information 
concerning the students. When the teacher 
takes this information into account, the 
teacher may develop a set of expectations 
regarding the student even before the 
teacher sees the student. Regardless of the 
degree to which teachers form expectations 
on the basis of data, however, their 
expectations may be shaped and changed by 
contact with students in the classroom. 
Academic Achievement is the gain made in 
reading by students during the academic 
year as measured on a standardized test. 
A Bilingual Student is a child who is 
exposed to and uses at least two languages 
to participate in those activities that 
characterize his/her environment. One 
language may be used more than the other 
to function within different areas of the 
child's home or school environment. 
Self-fulfilling Prophecies are behaviors 
evoked by false definitions of the situation 
which make the original false conception 
come trueJ7 
Language Proficiency. Language Proficiency is the degree to which 
an individual demonstrates linguistic compe¬ 
tence in a given language regardless of how 
the language may be acquiredJS Proficiency 
in a language is usually measured with a 
standardized language assessment instrument. 
16 Classroom Expectations: Teacher Pupil Interactions. "Cited by" 
James H. McMillan, ed.. The Social Psychology of School Learning (New 
York: Academic Press, 1980), p. 80. 
^Robert King Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (New York: 
Free Press, 1968), p. 477. 
^Robert J. Silverman, Joslyn K. Noa, and Randall H. Russell, Oral 
Language Tests for Bilingual Students (Portland, Oregon: Northwest 
Regional Educational Laboratory, 1976), pp. 17-18. 
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Approach to the Study 
The sample was selected based on the following criteria: (1) the 
teachers had to be from first-grade and second-grade, (2) the teachers 
had to have been state or district-endorsed bilingual, (3) the medium 
of instruction in the classroom had to be both English and Spanish, and 
(4) the classroom had to include students who spoke both Spanish and 
English and students who spoke only English. The sample of teachers 
were in self-contained classrooms drawn from a bilingual education pro¬ 
gram located in four different schools in a designated school district. 
From the class list, the teachers selected for the study were asked to 
identify and rank order four students whom they expected to be high 
achievers in English reading and four students whom they expected to be 
low achievers in English reading. Observations were conducted in seven 
first-grade and second-grade classrooms in four schools, and the rela¬ 
tionship between teacher expectations toward selected bilingual children 
and English reading achievement was investigated. 
Limitations of the Study 
The teacher and student sample for this study do not represent a 
random sample of bilingual education elementary classrooms/schools in 
California. Therefore, the generalizability of this study to the 
bilingual population in California is limited. It should be noted, 
however, that the sample group is from one of the longer established 
12 
bilingual education programs in Southern California. It should also be 
noted that accessibility to bilingual classrooms was limited. The 
investigator had requested permission to observe bilingual classrooms 
in several districts located in another region of the country but the 
districts were unable to provide the investigator the opportunity to 
observe their bilingual classrooms. Since it was not possible to sample 
classrooms at random from a wider regional or national area, it is 
questionable to extend the findings to another geographical area, to 
higher grade levels, or to elementary schools drawing students from non- 
Hispanic, non-Spanish-speaking, and non-lower socioeconomic backgrounds. 
The effects of observers on teacher behaviors is a constant concern 
associated with observational studies. The investigator made every 
attempt to establish a pleasant atmosphere during the lesson periods 
when teacher behaviors were being coded. An inevitable amount of 
nervousness and curiosity on the part of both the teachers and students, 
especially at the beginning of the observations, may have influenced 
their behavior in some way. However, teachers' concerns were minimal 
and normal classroom behavior was not substantially altered. Students' 
curiosity diminished as they became familiar with the observer and the 
novelty of the observer's presence wore off. 
Overview of the Study 
The study is presented in five chapters. Chapter one presents the 
introduction to the study, the purpose of the study, hypotheses to be 
tested, significance of the study, definition of terms, approach to the 
study, and limitations of the study. A review of the related research 
13 
is provided in chapter two. Chapter three describes the sample, 
hypotheses, data collection instruments, data collection procedures, 
and data analysis procedures employed to test the hypotheses. Chapter 
four describes the results of the data analysis. The final chapter 
summarizes the study, reviews the findings, presents implications of the 
findings, and concludes with recommendations for future research. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to establish a conceptual and an 
empirical base for the present study. The literature reviewed here 
considers the relationship between teacher expectations and student 
achievement in bilingual and monolingual classrooms. The review is 
organized into three interrelated sections: 
1. Studies that examine the relationship between 
teacher expectations and teacher behaviors. 
2. Studies that examine teacher-student interactions 
and academic achievement, and 
3. Studies that examine the relationship between 
teacher expectations and student achievement. 
Teacher Expectations and Teacher Behavior 
The studies reviewed in this first section include investigations 
of various teacher behaviors related to the teacher expectations. The 
studies suggest, in general, that a teacher's behavior changes as his 
or her expectations change. Teacher behaviors vary in two primary ways 
(1) in the frequency of interaction between the teacher and the stu¬ 
dent, and (2) in the type of behaviors the teacher demonstrates toward 
different children. The studies also suggest that only expectations 
that are truly believed by teachers are likely to affect their 
behaviors. The studies reviewed in the remainder of this section focus 
on the various circumstances under which teacher expectations are 
associated with different teacher behaviors. 
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Brophy and Good19 investigated the relationship between teacher 
expectations and different behaviors teachers exhibited toward pupils. 
The hypothesized cycle of expectancy validation used by Brophy and Good 
in their study includes the following steps: 
1. the teacher forms differential expectations for student's 
performance; 
2. the teacher then begins to treat children differently in 
accordance with his or her differential expectations; 
3. the children respond differently to the teacher because they 
are being treated differently by that teacher; 
4. in responding to the teacher, each child tends to exhibit 
behavior that complements and reinforces the teacher's particular 
expectations for him; 
5. as a result, the general academic performance of some 
children will be enhanced while that of others will be depressed, 
with the changes in the direction of the expectations; 
6. these effects will be reflected in the results of the 
achievement tests given at the end of the year.20 
Brophy and Good tested their cycle of expectancy validation by selecting 
four classroom teachers and asking each teacher to rank order their 
students according to achievement level. Next, in each class three boys 
and three girls who were ranked high on the teacher's list and three 
boys and three girls who were ranked low on the teacher's list were 
chosen for classroom observation. Brophy and Good's Interaction 
instrument was used for classroom observations. The Brophy and Good 
Interaction instrument allowed the observers to record all dyadic 
9Jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher's Communication of 
Differential Expectations for Children's Classroom Performance: Some 
Behavioral Data (Austin, Texas: University of Texas Research and Devel- 
opment Center for Teacher Education, [September, 1969]), pp. 1-25. 
20 Ibid., p. 2. 
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interactions between the teacher and the selected students. Five types 
of dyadic contacts were distinguished: public response opportunities in 
which the student tries to answer a question posed by the teacher; 
reading turns in which the student reads aloud from a reader; private 
work-related contacts which concerns the student's seatwork or homework; 
private procedural interactions which concern supplies, washroom trips, 
errands for the teacher, or other matters not directly related to 
classwork; and behavioral evaluations in which the teacher singles out 
a student for praise or criticism of his classroom behavior. The 
observation instrument also allowed for coding of teacher praise and 
criticism observed in each type of contact. The sequence of events was 
observed in coding public response opportunities. In addition the 
quality of student response and type of feedback given by the teacher 
were coded. The significant aspect of this instrument is that the 
coding scheme enhances the observer's reliability in coding different 
behaviors. The data showed that expectations play a role in deter¬ 
mining how teachers act towards students. Brophy and Good's results 
indicated that high achieving students received more teacher praise 
and support than low achieving pupils. The difference was attributed 
to the quality of response rather than to quantity of responses. 
Teachers demanded better performance from those students for whom they 
held higher expectations. Teachers were more likely to praise better 
performance when the students requested it by seeking response oppor¬ 
tunities and initiating contacts. In contrast, teachers were more 
likely to accept poor performance and less likely to praise good 
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performance from students for whom they held low expectations. 
Teachers have been observed to spend more time interacting with 
pupils for whom they have higher expectations. Cornbleth, Davis and 
Button21 investigated the relationship between teachers and students for 
whom teachers had high and low expectations. Observations of teacher- 
student dyadic interactions were gathered in seven social studies 
classrooms of four high schools in a Southwestern city. These included 
five classes in two predominantly "Anglo" schools, one class in a mixed 
Chicano and black school, and one class in an integrated tri-ethnic 
(Anglo, black and Chicano) school. The schools served students from a 
wide range of socioeconomic backgrounds. There was no ability grouping 
in the classes observed. Three male and four female student-teachers 
participated in the study unaware of the research project. The student- 
teachers were asked to bring a list of the students in their classes to 
a student-teacher seminar. In the seminar the student-teachers were 
asked to rank the listed students on the basis of how well they thought 
their students would do in class. These student rankings were used as 
the measure of student-teacher's expectations for student achievement. 
According to the results of the study by Cornbleth et al., no signifi¬ 
cant relationship existed between the rank assigned to students by the 
student teachers and the ethnic group the students belonged to. 
However, significant group differences were obtained on both quantita¬ 
tive and qualitative measures. Students for whom there were high 
21 Catherine Cornbleth, 0. L. Davis, Jr., and Christine Button, 
"Expectations for Pupil Achievement and Teacher-Pupil Interaction," 
Social Education 38 (January 1974):54-58. 
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expectations had more of every type of academic related interaction 
than students for whom there were low expectations. The study revealed 
that teachers failed to compensate for the tendency to seek out more 
contacts with the students for whom they held high expectations than 
students for whom they held low expectations. In addition teachers 
exaggerated group differences by reciprocating. In other words, 
teachers sought out those students for whom they held high expectations 
and reinforced those students. These findings indicated that teachers 
feel much more comfortable interacting with those students whom they 
feel will be successful. In summary, Cornbleth et al. found that 
teachers behave differently toward students for whom they hold 
different performance expectations. 
Although the classroom behavior of student-teachers may differ in 
several respects from that of experienced teachers, the similarities 
between the results obtained by Cornbleth et al. study of student- 
teachers and those reported in Mendoza, Good and Brophy's study with 
experienced teachers suggest that classroom experience may not be a 
crucial factor affecting the communication of expectations. 
Mendoza et al. research involved four seventh-grade junior high 
classrooms in a school serving an urban lower social class population. 
Observations were made and data collected in the spring in classrooms 
ranging from low levels of students to high levels of students. 
22 Sonia M. Mendoza, Thomas Good, and Jere Brophy. Who Talks in 
Junior High Classrooms? (Arlington, VA.: ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service, ED 150 125, 1972), pp. 4-15. 
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Mendoza et al., hypothesize that when teacher expectations effects were 
operating in the classroom at the higher grades, they are likely to be 
mediated primarily through quantitative rather than qualitative aspects 
of teacher-student interaction. 
The Mendoza et al. results indicated that the most significant 
expectation group differences in this study were quantitative. Students 
in the low level classrooms regularly had fewer response opportunities 
than students who were in the middle or high level classrooms. 
Students for whom there were high expectations initiated more work- 
related contacts with the teachers, but teachers compensated by 
initiating more such contacts with the students for whom there were low 
expectations. The qualitative differences appeared only in the 
difficulty level of the questions that teachers asked. Students for 
whom there were high expectations were asked more of the difficult 
process questions and fewer of the easier choice questions. In 
addition, there were no significant group differences on the measures 
of praise, criticism, level of feedback, or persistence with students 
following errors. In summary, the students for whom there were low 
expectations were avoiding contacts with the teachers, who showed some 
attempts to compensate but not nearly enough to balance the differences 
in quantity of contacts caused by differences in the students' behavior. 
Therefore, students for whom there are low expectations had fewer 
contacts with the teacher than did the other students in the classroom. 
The following two studies focused on how teacher behaviors differ 
with respect to the quality of interactions and how teachers communicate 
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positive expectations. Dalton in his study23 asked a fourth-grade 
teacher to rank the students according to their expected achievement. 
The rankings were then used to identify high-, medium-, and low- 
expectation groups amongst the students in the classroom. Observations 
of teacher-student interactions within each of the three identified 
groups revealed that the teacher was more direct and critical when 
interacting with the low-expectation group but more indirect when 
interacting with the high-expectation group. This suggests that 
differential teacher expectations toward particular students could 
produce positive results as demonstrated by the varied teacher beha¬ 
viors. 
24 
Dalton also studied the perpetuation aspect of the expectancy 
cycle. Expectancy perpetuation as defined by Dalton is reflected in 
the continuity of expectations by succeeding teachers for a pupil's 
behavior, attitudes, and academic performance. Teacher expectations 
is one very important aspect of the expectancy effects phenomenon. 
Other factors, such as the general attitudes of teachers, the teachers' 
use of non-observational input data, their judgments of students 
during the school year, and their communication of these judgments to 
the student's succeeding teachers, are all closely connected to the 
William B. Dalton, "The Relationship between Classroom Inter¬ 
action and Teacher Ratings of Pupils: An Explanation of One Mean By 
Which a Teacher May Communicate Her Expectancies," Peabody Papers in 
Human Development 7 (1969):3-10. 
24Wi11iam B. Dalton, "Exploring the Expectancy Effects Phenomenon 
A Study of the Perpetuation of Teacher's Expectancies of Pupils" 
(doctoral dissertation, George Peabody College for Teachers, 1973), 
pp. 1-74. 
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expectancy cycle. Dalton's study explored the overall process of the 
perpetuation of teachers' expectancies of pupils and began to specify 
those factors that influence the generation and communication of 
teachers judgments of pupils from one year to the next. Teachers' 
judgment of students change relatively little over the course of being 
together during the school year while a student's sex and student's 
achievement score were closely related to the ratings they received 
from teachers. Dalton's findings suggest that teachers apparently have 
expectations of their new students that are similar to those expecta¬ 
tions of the students' teachers in the previous years. Specifically, 
the results of Dalton's study are in accord with the research indicating 
the strong relationship between pupils' achievement and teachers' 
ratings of students. The role of achievement as a major component in 
teachers' judgments of students is confirmed by the fact that at the 
beginning of Year 2 in Dalton's study about 65 percent of the teachers 
indicated use of academic criteria in their judgments. By the end of 
Year 2 this proportion of teachers had increased to about 85 percent. 
There are two important points about this finding. First, correlation 
between ratings and Metropolitan Achievement Test scores of students 
were still significant even for those students whose teacher did not 
report using academic measures (thus apparently confirming the impor¬ 
tance of students' ability). Second, about 40 percent of Year 1 
teachers reported using academic criteria in their ratings of students. 
The overall correlation between Year 1 teacher ratings and the ratings 
of Year 2 teachers was still highly significant. Dalton states that 
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it could be assumed that teacher expectations of students are 
influenced by their use of academic criteria."25 Dalton's findings 
support the existence of both the expectancy perpetuation effects and 
the expectancy effects phenomenon in general. 
Academic achievement criteria was also used by teachers in Given's 
26 
study to establish teacher expectations. She found that teacher 
expectations of student academic achievement correlated significantly 
with teacher perceptions of student adjustment and student scores. In 
the study, five teachers of thirty learning-disabled children were 
observed in the classroom. The French-Galloway instrument, a nonverbal 
extension of the Flanders verbal interaction analysis system,was used 
to record behavior. The results of Given's study revealed that teachers 
exhibited significantly more of each communication mode (indirect/direct 
verbal and encouraging/restrictive nonverbal) toward students for whom 
high expectations were held and toward students high in acting-out 
behaviors as compared to students for whom low expectations were held 
and students low in acting-out behaviors. Hence, teachers were found 
to interact more with students they perceived to be more responsive. 
The studies reviewed thus far reveal how different teacher expectations 
produce different behaviors toward different students in the classroom. 
25Ibid., p. 68. 
O C 
Barbara K. Given, "Teachers Expectancy and Pupil Performance: 
Their Relationship to Verbal and Non-Verbal Communications by Teachers 
of Learning Disabled Children" (doctoral dissertation, Catholic 
University, 1974), pp. 1-110. 
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Willis also found that teachers spend more time interacting with 
students for whom they have higher expectations. He evaluated and 
compared the behavioral interaction of teachers with children whom they 
designated through expectations as the least efficient and more effi¬ 
cient learners in the classroom. Five teachers were asked to rank their 
eight students from most to least efficient as learners. The highest 
ranking child and lowest ranking child were observed in teacher-student 
interactions in 30 minute sessions for eight days. The results indicate 
that teachers ignored the behavior of the least efficient child 
significantly more often than the most efficient child. Teachers also 
provided significantly more verbal responses to the comments of the 
students rated most efficient than to those rated least efficient. 
These data confirm assertions by Rosenthal and Jacobson28 that teachers 
may attend more closely to high-expectation students and provide them 
with more appropriate reinforcement. 
Some research indicates that certain teacher behaviors change with 
performance expectations. In their follow-up research. Good, Cooper 
29 
and Blakey attempted to replicate some of the previous research 
27 Bill J. Willis, "The Influence of Teacher Expectation on 
Teacher's Classroom Interaction with Selected Children" (doctoral 
dissertation, George Peabody College, 1969), pp. 1-65. 
28 Robert Rosenthal and Lenore Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom: 
Teacher Expectation and Pupils,1 Intellectual Development (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1968). 
90 
Thomas L. Good, Harris M. Cooper, and Sherry L. Blakey, "Class¬ 
room Interaction as a Function of Teacher Expectations, Student Sex, 
and Time of Year," Journal of Educational Psychology 72 (1980);378- 
385. 
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findings on teacher expectations and teacher behaviors. Changes in 
behavior that occur in teacher-student interaction over the course of 
the school year were also examined. Good et al. hypothesized the 
possibility of polarization of interaction (sharper differentiation) 
because low and high achievers may become more distinct over time in 
their classroom behavior and achievement due to varying teacher treat¬ 
ment. Similarly, it may be that teacher behavior toward high and low 
achievers changes because students begin to behave differently toward 
the teacher as the year progresses. Sixteen teachers and students of 
third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade classrooms participated in the study. 
High, medium, and low teacher expectations rankings were gathered. 
Teachers were asked in the fall to rank the students on the basis of 
"academic potential." The Brophy and Good Teacher-Child Dyadic 
Interaction System with modifications was used to observe behaviors. 
The observed behaviors were organized in seven context areas: 
(1) teacher-initiated public interaction, (2) child-initiated public 
interaction, (3) teacher-initiated private interaction, (4) child- 
initiated private interaction, (5) teacher-initiated procedural 
interaction, (6) student-initiated procedural interaction, and 
(7) behavioral intention (correct, incorrect, praise, no feedback, and 
criticism). Observational data was collected during the fall, winter, 
and spring. 
The findings clearly indicate that teachers behave differently 
toward students for whom they hold different expectations and thereby 
reaffirm previous research. The Good et al. results indicate that 
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students for whom there were high expectations created more public 
interaction than did students for whom there were low expectations. 
Teachers addressed more public interaction and praise to students for 
whom there were high expectations than to students for whom there were 
low expectations. Teachers criticized the academic responses and gave 
behavioral feedback about misconduct more often to students for whom 
there were low expectations. Results of data collected at different 
times during the year indicate that, with the exception of teacher 
praise, neither teacher nor student behavior change noticeably across 
the year. The students for whom there were high expectations received 
more teacher praise early in the school year. The findings regarding 
gender differences were consistent with previous research findings. 
Martinez compared behavior of four first-grade teachers during 
reading instruction. The selection of the four classes for observation 
was based upon student performance on the Stanford Achievement Test. 
In this manner expectations were measured. The four classes consisted 
of the two classes scoring the highest and the two classes scoring the 
lowest in reading. Martinez compared the teachers to determine whether 
teachers of high- and low-achieving classes differed qualitatively in 
sixteen selected teacher behaviors (e.g., question academic, talk 
management, talk discipline, attention...). He found no significant 
evidence to support the hypothesis that teachers of high-achieving 
30 David H. Martinez, "A Comparison of the Behavior During Reading 
Instruction, of Teachers of High and Low Achieving in the First Grade 
Classes," (doctoral dissertation. University of Oregon, 1973), 
pp. 1-171. 
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classes behave differently from the teachers of low-achieving classes 
during reading instruction. This finding is inconsistent with Brophy 
and Good31 who reported a relationship between certain teacher behaviors 
and reading achievement scores of first-grade students. From the 
results of Martinez's study it is clear that "only expectations that 
are truly believed by the teachers are likely to affect their behaviors. 
Apparently there are conditions needed under which teacher expectations 
appear to be related to differential behaviors. 
By focusing on attitudes and teacher-student interaction, 
33 
Silberman was able to examine whether teacher attitudes toward 
students are revealed in teachers' classroom behavior. Silberman was 
concerned with the public behavior through which teachers expressed 
their attitudes. A pilot observation indicated three categories of 
teacher behavior which might serve as means of communicating attitudes: 
contact, positive and negative evaluation, and acquiescense. Contact is 
what Silberman defined to be teacher-initiated behavior. The frequency 
of the contact was believed to be a rough indication of a teacher's 
involvement with a student. His study involved ten teachers who taught 
31 Brophy and Good, Teacher's Communication of Differential Expecta- 
tions for Children's Classroom Performance: Some Behavioral Data, pp. 
1-25. 
32 Caroline H. Persell, Education and Inequality: The Roots and 
Results of Stratificiation in America's Schools (New York: Free Press, 
1977), p. 125. 
33 Melvin T. Silberman, "Behavioral Expression of Teacher's 
Attitudes Toward Elementary Students," Journal of Educational Psychology 
60 (1960):402-407. 
27 
third-grade in upper-middle class suburban schools. Silberman inter¬ 
viewed the teachers and asked each teacher four questions to determine 
the students toward whom each teacher held attitudes of attachment, 
concern, indifference, and rejection. After the choices of each 
teacher were identified, the teachers were asked for two more choices. 
A total of twelve students were identified in each class and the 
teachers were observed for the behaviors they demonstrated toward 
students. In addition, students were asked to predict the frequency of 
selected teacher behaviors directed at them. 
The results of Silberman*s study indicated that teacher attitudes 
toward students significantly affected the distribution of each observed 
teacher behavior. Teacher attitudes are generally revealed in a 
teacher's actions in spite of many forces operating to constrain the 
expression of attitudes. The findings further suggest that teachers 
feel less constrained to express concern and indifference than to show 
rejection and attachment. Another finding was that the students who 
are objects of teacher behaviors are aware of most behavioral expres¬ 
sions of the teacher's attitudes. Data analysis revealed that the 
correlation between student's predictions and observed teacher behavior 
was significantly positive. Silberman's findings revealed that the 
attitudes teachers hold toward particular students can influence the 
ways that teachers treat students. 
In summary, the review of research on the effect of teacher expec¬ 
tations on teacher behavior presented in this section indicates that 
expectations teachers have toward students influence their treatment of 
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those students. Specifically, if teachers have high expectations of 
certain students, they praise those students more often and give them 
more support, demand better performance, provide more of every type of 
academic interaction to such students^provide more verbal interactions 
and more verbal responses to students' comments, spend more time on 
reading instruction, and have more positive interactions with such stu¬ 
dents. If teachers have low expectations of students, they are often 
more direct and critical in their teacher-student interaction, accept 
poor performance, ignore the student's behavior more often, and praise 
less and seek out less frequently these students. 
The findings of the research reviewed suggest that it is important 
to investigate the link between teacher expectations for achievement 
and teacher behavior toward bilingual children. 
Teacher-Student Interaction and 
Academic Achievement 
As the previous section illustrates, teacher expectations are 
related to how they behave toward students. The teacher-student inter¬ 
action occurs within the context of the school and classroom which is 
defined by various factors that define the student and the teacher¬ 
learning situation. These factors may not only influence teacher- 
student interaction but may also influence student academic achievement. 
In this section, studies are reviewed that investigate the positive 
and negative effects of teacher-student interactions and the subtle yet 
significant consequences of these interactions for students. These 
studies are organized in terms of language differences, achievement level 
differences and ethnic differences that characterize the classroom. 
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Laosa examined interactions in ethnically-mixed but predominantly 
Mexican American kindergarten and second-grade classrooms. Two impor¬ 
tant questions addressed in this study were: (1) Is a student's 
language dominance a factor that significantly influences how teachers 
and students behave towards each other? and (2) Are there differences 
in teacher-student interaction by grade level? Observations were 
conducted in eight kindergarten and six second-grade classrooms in 
five schools. There were thirty-one students per classroom. In each 
classroom there was a credentialed teacher, a teacher's aide, a parent 
volunteer, and a fifth-eighth grade cross-age tutor. In the sampled 
classrooms persons other than the credentialed teacher played a signifi¬ 
cant role in the interactions that were taking place in the classrooms. 
Therefore for the purpose of the study the term "teacher" was used to 
indicate those persons who were present in the classroom during the 
observations. Of the eight credentialed kindergarten teachers, three 
were bilingual and biliterate (English/Spanish), three had only limited 
knowledge of Spanish and two were English monolingual. Of the 
credentialed second-grade teachers, two were bilingual and biliterate 
(English/Spanish) and four were English monolingual. Most of the 
classrooms used a formal bilingual/bicultural curriculum. Each of the 
classrooms observed had some form of English/Spanish bilingual educa¬ 
tion. The general curriculum model was one in which the credentialed 
teacher spoke only English, the teacher aide spoke only Spanish, and 
S4 Luis M. Laosa, "Inequality in the Classroom: Observational 
Research on Teacher-Student Interactions," Aztlan International Journal 
of Chicano Studies Research 8 (1977):51 -67. 
about one-half of the parent volunteers and cross-age tutors spoke 
Spanish. 
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Using the Carrow Test for Auditory Comprehension of Language, 
students were classified by the researcher as either English dominant 
or non-English dominant. Within each classroom, students were grouped 
into sets of three by the researcher: one Anglo American, English 
dominant; one Mexican American, English dominant; and one Mexican 
American, non-English dominant. The three members of each such within- 
classroom group were of the same sex, and were also matched on occupa¬ 
tional status of the parents and on reading (or prereading for kinder¬ 
garteners) and mathematics achievement as measured by raw scores on the 
Tests of Basic Experience (for kindergarteners) or the Cooperative 
Primary Tests (for second graders). This was done to control for 
potentially confounding sources of variance. The subject selection 
procedure yielded fifty-one matched groups and complete observational 
data and analysis based on 138 students. 
The results of Laosa's study clearly indicate that both the 
ethnicity and the dominant language of the student had a significant 
effect on classroom interaction. Further analysis revealed that 
students' language dominance rather than student ethnic group member¬ 
ship, was the significant factor influencing teachers' disapproving 
behavior toward students. For both Anglo American and Mexican American 
students whose dominant language was English, there was a decrease 
from kindergarten to second grade classrooms in the frequency of 
disapprovals expressed by teachers. For non-English dominant Mexican 
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American students there was an increase from kindergarten to second 
grade in the number of disapprovals shown by teachers. 
Laosa states that "one can only speculate whether cross-sectional 
differences by grade level described above also occur longitudinally, 
and if they do, do they continue beyond the second grade?"35 The data 
suggests that a non-English dominant Mexican American student advancing 
from grade level to grade level might be faced with increasing amounts 
of disapproval from the teacher while receiving less nonevaluative, 
substantive academic information. Laosa's finding is consistent with 
the findings of the United States Commission on Civil Rights.35 While 
the Commission study found ethnicity to be a factor influencing 
teacher-student interaction, it did not examine language dominance as a 
factor of classroom interaction. Laosa suggests that "at least in 
some categories of teacher behavior, whether a student is English domi¬ 
nant is a more accurate predictor of the manner in which teachers behave 
toward the student than the student's ethnicity per se."37 The 
significance of Laosa's study is that as the non-English dominant 
student progresses in school the teacher becomes preoccupied with the 
students' English language skills and begins to concentrate on this 
35Ibid., p. 60. 
36 United States Commission on Civil Rights, Teachers and Students 
Differences in Teacher Interaction with Mexican American and Anglo 
Students] Mexican American Education Study, Report V (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 1-68. 
37 Laosa, "Inequality in the Classroom: Observational Research on 
Teacher-Student Interactions," 8:61. 
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issue and, thereby, bases expectations for achievement on language 
rather than on academic achievement. Consequently, the student receives 
less substantive academic information and little interaction with the 
teacher in his or her primary language, thus defeating the purpose of 
bilingual classrooms. Teachers are not looking at a student's academic 
achievement in the student's first language. 
Laosa's research also reveals differences in students' classroom 
behavior. In kindergarten, the English-dominant Anglo American students 
most frequently attempted verbally to obtain a teacher's attention. 
They were followed by the English-dominant Meixcan American students, 
while the non-English-dominant Mexican American students tried verbally 
to obtain the teacher's attention least often. This difference was not 
evident in the second grade. English-dominant Anglo American and 
Mexican American students tried verbally less often to get the teacher's 
attention. As a result, these students received fewer disapprovals and 
more nonevaluative, substantive academic information from the teacher 
in the second grade than in kindergarten. For the non-English dominant 
Mexican American students, there was an increase from kindergarten to 
second grade in attempts to obtain attention from the teacher. As a 
result, these students received more disapprovals and less nonevalua- 
tive, academic information. Laosa concludes that one would have 
expected both English-dominant and non-English-dominant students to be 
treated equally by teachers in these bilingual classrooms, but this was 
not the case. Laosa cites as a possible explanation for this disparity 
the slightly larger proportion of English-Spanish bilingual teachers in 
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the kindergarten than in the second-grade classrooms. However, it is 
general practice that as a student moves up grade levels, he receives 
less bilingual instruction. The findings of Laosa's study help explain 
the low achievement and high dropout rate among Mexican American 
children, especially those for whom English is not the dominant language. 
In other words, the students get more discouragement (teacher dis¬ 
approval) and less nonevaluative academic information inversely to their 
attempts to get the teacher's attention. The student's behavior becomes 
disruptive and attention seeking. The student thereby becomes indif- 
ferent about his academic work. 
Two studies compared verbal and nonverbal interaction patterns of 
bilingual teachers and assistant teachers. Townsend and Zamora38 
conducted similar studies of early childhood teachers and assistant 
teachers. The setting for both studies was the Jose Cardenas Early 
Childhood Center in Texas. The studies were conducted in two consecu¬ 
tive years with fifty-six early childhood teachers and assistant 
teachers. All but three teachers, those primarily responsible for the 
children, were college graduates and all had some kind of certification 
in Texas. The assistant teachers were assigned to help the teachers. 
Their educational backgrounds varied from high school dropout to college 
graduate. Most were high school graduates and had some college 
courses. Their early childhood training was obtained through inservice 
38 Darryl R. Townsend and Gloria L. Zamora, "Differing Interaction 
Patterns in Bilingual Classrooms," Contemporary Education 46 (1975): 
196-200. 
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activities. The children in the center were three end four years old, 
predominantly Mexican American mostly Spanish-dominant,with very limited 
English language skills. 
Data for the study were gathered using Townsend's39 System of 
Coding Interaction with Multiple Phases (SCIMP). The system consists 
of six instruments for examining various dimensions of classroom inter¬ 
action. The verbal study used Phase II, Instructional Behaviors, 
coupled with the system's bilingual component. Phase II is a 17- 
category system with a Flanders type format; the bilingual component 
adds separate columns in which to record the language being used. The 
nonverbal analysis utilized Phase III, Affective Behaviors (as modified 
by Zamora). Phase III consisted of a 9-category format using opposite 
poles of four nonverbal dimensions, and a "void" category, which is 
defined as the absence of nonverbal behavior. The categories include 
positive touching, negative touching, positive nodding of head, negative 
nodding of head, positive use of eyes, negative use of eyes, smile, or 
frown. Each of the teacher and assistant teachers were observed and 
coded on four different occasions. To observe verbal behavior, two 
lessons taught in Spanish and two lessons taught in English were coded. 
Each lesson lasted an average of ten minutes. For observing nonverbal 
behavior, a time-sampling procedure was used. Analysis of variance was 
39 Darryl R. Townsend, "A Comparison of the Classroom Interaction 
Patterns of Bilingual Early Childhood Teachers" (doctoral dissertation, 
University of Texas at Austin, 1974), p. 100. 
40 Gloria L. Zamora, "A Comparison of the Nonverbal Communication 
Patterns of Bilingual Early Childhood Teachers" (doctoral dissertation. 
University of Texas at Austin, 1974), pp. 169-175. 
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used to determine the level of significance. The results revealed 
significant differences in teacher and assistant teacher behaviors, as 
well as significant differences in situations in which English or 
Spanish were used. 
Comparison of verbal behavior of teachers and assistant teachers 
revealed four significant findings: (1) teachers had a higher indirect/ 
direct ratio, indicating they tended to be more indirect by using more 
praise, acceptance, and encouragement, (2) assistant teachers had 
greater percentages of interaction in the "teacher talk" category, which 
included lecture, telling, or idle conversation, (3) teachers allowed a 
greater percentage of student response, and (4) assistant teachers were 
more inclined to switch from one language to the other during lesson 
presentations. The comparison of nonverbal behavior of teachers and 
assistant teachers revealed two significant findings: (1) assistant 
teachers demonstrated more "negative nodding of head," and (2) the 
teachers showed a higher percentage of "combined positive nonverbal 
behaviors." The nonverbal behaviors of teachers and'assistant teachers 
were consistent across both languages. Significant differences were 
found only in the verbal behavior. The data showed significant dif¬ 
ferences in the use of certain verbal behaviors in one language as 
compared to the other. During lessons taught in Spanish a greater 
percentage of questions were asked, a greater percentage of student 
responses occurred, a greater percentage of rejection of a student's 
answer was noted, and a greater percentage of incidences in which a 
student response was followed by teacher acceptance was observed. 
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While teaching lessons in English, the teachers and assistant teachers 
exhibited considerably more direction-giving behavior: there was a 
greater percentage of incidences in which a student's response was 
followed by a teacher praise, and a greater percentage of the use of 
two or more consecutive reinforcing behaviors. 
From the results of the Townsend and Zamora study,41 it is con¬ 
cluded that teachers do behave differently than assistant teachers, 
both verbally and nonverbally, and that the verbal interaction style of 
both teachers and assistant teachers is different as they alternated 
between Spanish and English. How do these findings affect student 
performance? Are there interaction patterns for producing desired 
student outcomes that might be more effective in one language than 
in another? Townsend and Zamora suggest that bilingual teacher training 
methods could be more precise by preparing teachers to interact in one 
way when teaching a given content area in one language and another way 
when teaching the same content in the other language. They also 
suggest that if both languages have high status, as in this study, 
the positive attitude toward dual language teaching may serve to reduce 
anxieties often associated with Spanish instruction. 
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Several studies dealing with bilingualism and achievement are 
41 
Townsend and Zamora, "Differing Interaction Patterns in Bilingual 
Classrooms," p. 200. 
42 
Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, Vol. 15; and ERIC, 1969, 
"Cited by" Flora Ida Ortiz, "Bilingual Education Program Practices and 
Their Effect Upon Students' Performance and Self-Identity," Aztlan 
International Journal of Chicano Studies Research 8 (1977), p. 159. 
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found to be contradictory. For example, in one study monolingual 
students scored significantly higher than bilinguals in an auditory 
comprehension of English nouns, pronouns, plurality of nouns, and 
noun phrases with two adjective modifiers. Whereas, other studies 
reported bilinguals outperformed monolingual on object constancy naming 
and sentence tasks. Ortiz43 found in the literature two factors 
attributed to bilingual students' poor academic achievement: 
(1) inability to become proficient in English, and (2) poor self- 
identity. Ortiz investigated the process by which instructional 
practices of bilingual programs affected students' academic performance 
and self-identity. Survey data was collected from more than 300 
school sites having federally funded bilingual education programs. 
Data were collected through interviews and documents. Three weeks 
were spent observing three different classrooms. Ethnographic research 
methods were employed and observations were conducted during instruc¬ 
tional activities, lunch money collection, playground activities, 
transition activities, and staff inservice training sessions. 
The observations reported by Ortiz revealed several findings: 
(1) the native language was used within the instructional setting by 
the instructional aide, the traditional school subjects and activities 
were presented by the teacher in English; (2) the instructional aides 
were expected to transmit the school's behavioral norms employing the 
native language of the student; (3) teacher's verbal interaction with 
43 Flora Ida Ortiz, "Bilingual Education Program Practices and 
Their Effect Upon Students' Performance and Self-Identity," Aztlan 
International Journal of Chicano Studies Research 8 (1977):157-174. 
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students was primarily indirect (e.g., dealing with feelings, ques¬ 
tioning, encouraging, and reinforcing) and solicited more group inter¬ 
action by providing positive reinforcement for student behavior; 
(4) teachers were observed to use fewer negative nonverbal behaviors 
than the aides used, the aides were expected to discipline the 
Spanish-speaking students by using Spanish; and (5) students were 
passive during instruction provided in English. It might be speculated 
that the passivity could be due to the strategy providing instruction 
in English followed by translating instruction in Spanish. After the 
teacher presented the lesson in either language, the instructional 
aide proceeded to help the students complete their lessons. Because 
of this process, there was less time spent with new materials and new 
information. Being denied access to new and varied information may 
have affected student performance. 
In summary, Ortiz revealed that instruction is a complex process 
which is little understood within the context composed of adults and 
students of different language backgrounds. The bilingual instructional 
context is characterized by a number of issues, e.g., the kinds of 
language skills and bilingual pedagogical skills needed of teachers, or 
the instructional skills as well as subject matter knowledge base 
needed of the teacher aides in either first or second language. 
In their review of the literature, Brophy and Good^ noted that 
students who did not speak standard English were likely to engender 
44 
"Language Attitude and Speech of Spanish-English Bilingual 
Pupils," "Cited by" Richard P. Duran, ed.. Latino Language and Communi¬ 
cation Behavior (Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex Publishing Corp., 1981), 
p. 218. 
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negative attitudes and low expectations amongst teachers and therefore 
influence^student learning. Similarly, Ramfrez, Arce-Torres, and 
Pointer45 found that teachers who made low estimates of achievement 
potential of bilingual, code-switching (using English and Spanish 
alternately in the same sentence) students also gave these students 
low grades. Code-switching is a common phenomenon among Spanish- 
English bilingual students. The bilingual student's achievement as 
measured by standardized tests seemed to be affected by the teacher's 
attitude toward the student's language. Ramirez et al. measured the 
attitudes toward various speech varieties occurring in a bilingual 
(Spanish/English) environment of 279 fourth- and fifth-grade students 
and eighteen teachers. They attempted to determine whether teacher 
and student attitudes have a relation to student achievement in 
language arts. 
The Ramirez et al. results indicated that, in general, teachers 
and students rated standard English higher than other speech varieties 
found in a Spanish/English bilingual classroom. Both teachers and 
students agreed in rating standard English higher than nonstandard 
speech varieties on correctness, appropriateness, and likelihood of 
achievement in school; and most teachers agreed with students in rating 
English significantly higher than code-switching. Even though a group 
of teachers participated in an inservice workshop, attitudinal change 
45 Arnulfo G. Ramirez, Edgardo Arce-Torres, and Robert L. Politzer, 
Language Attitudes and the Achievement of Bilingual Pupils (Stanford, 
California: Stanford Center for Research and Development in Teaching, 
[June 1976]), pp. 1-33. 
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did not occur in the desired direction. This indicates that short 
inservice workshops may be an unsuitable vehicle for bringing about 
predictable attitudinal change in teachers. 
Language attitudes of bilingual students have some relation to 
their achievement in reading and English. This ranking of achievement 
potential of speakers of standard English higher than that of speakers 
of nonstandard varieties, including code-switching, has a positive 
relation to their achievement. Ramirez et al. suggest that future 
research needs to be done on specific teaching behaviors and student 
characteristics that mediate the relationship between teacher's 
attitude and achievement behavior of students. 
A summary of the results of the Ramirez et al., Laosa, and Ortiz 
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studies reviewed show that teachers behave unfavorably toward, hold 
negative attitudes about, and have low expectations of students whose 
speech styles differ from standard English. Ramirez et al., indicate 
that in general teachers and students agreed in rating standard English 
higher than other speech varieties. Laosa revealed that students' 
language dominance rather than student ethnic group membership was a 
significant factor influencing teacher's disapproving behavior toward 
the students. Ortiz found that instruction is a complex process 
composed of adults and students of different language backgrounds. 
46 Ibid., p. 23; and Laosa, "Inequality in the Classroom: Observa¬ 
tional Research on Teacher-Student Interaction," p. 60; Luis M. Laosa, 
"School, Occupation, Culture and Family: The Impact of Parental 
Schooling on the Parent-Child Relationship," Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 74 (1982):816; and Ortiz, "Bilingual Education Program 
Practices and Their Effect Upon Students' Performance and Self- 
Identity," p. 168. 
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Research concerned with teachers' attitudes and behaviors toward 
minority students whose primary language is other than English indicates 
that teachers appear to communicate, at times overtly and at other times 
in a^subtle manner, attitudes toward students' language. Williams et 
31 ’ investigation of Anglo, black, and Mexican American teachers in 
elementary schools within a central Texas area were asked to evaluate 
the language (e.g., ethnicity-nonstandard) and personality characteris¬ 
tics (e.g., confidence, passivity, eagerness) of Anglo, black and 
Mexican American children. They used a matched-guise technique in which 
videotapes of children were paired with audiotapes in various combina- 
tions so that both visual and vocal features were controlled. The 
results indicated that teachers gave different evaluations to Anglo, 
black, and Mexican American children. Anglos received higher ratings 
(e.g., more confident, less ethnic-sounding) than did blacks and Mexican 
Americans. Mexican Americans received lower ratings than did Anglos 
and blacks. Williams et al. also found that teachers' ethnicity was 
related to teachers' judgments in two ways. On the language attitude 
scales (ethnicity and standardness), teachers of all backgrounds 
evaluated black and Mexican American students more negatively than 
Anglo students. Black teachers were more positive than white teachers 
in their evaluations of both black and Mexican American children. 
Mexican American teachers rated Mexican American children as having 
better capabilities than Anglo children on unrelated language 
47 Frederick Williams et al. Explorations of the Linguistic 
Attitudes of Teachers (Rowley, MA: Newbury House, 1976), pp. 1-127. 
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assignments (e.g., music, arts, and physical education). Anglo 
teachers rated Anglo students more favorably. For the most part, 
these findings show a correlation between the language and personality 
characteristics of the children and those of the teachers. Teacher 
ratings also varied according to the social class background of the 
children. For example, among middle-class students of all three ethnic 
backgrounds, Mexican Americans were judged to be the least confident 
and least eager. The language ratings for black and Mexican American 
middle-class groups were lower than for Anglos of either class. These 
findings are supported by Brophy and Good^® who found that individual 
student differences (e.g., personality, speech characteristics) led 
teachers to form different attitudes and expectations, which, in turn, 
resulted in differential treatment of students within the same class- 
room. 
In their study, Sadker and Sadker^found that in terms of minority 
status, minority students of both sexes interacted less with the teacher 
than did non-minority students. Similarly, a United States Commission on 
Civil Rights study disclosed that teachers behave differently toward 
48 
Jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher-Student Relationships: 
Causes and Consequences (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1974), 
p. 23. 
49 
Myra Sadker and David Sadker et al. "Project Intersect: Project 
Overview and Preliminary Findings," paper presented at the American 
Educational Research Association, New York, March 1982, pp. 1-13. 
50 United States Commission on Civil Rights, Teachers and Students 
Differences in Teacher Interaction with Mexican American and Anglo 
Students:!-68. 
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ethnic minority and non-ethnic minority students. The findings indi¬ 
cate that teachers exhibit fewer favorable behaviors toward ethnic 
minority students. There are differences in the classroom behaviors of 
ethnic minority and non-minority students as a consequence of 
differences in teacher behavior. 
In the Commission's study,51 investigators assessed teacher and 
student behaviors as factors characterizing the quality of educational 
opportunity experienced by Mexican American and Anglo American students 
of schools in the Southwest United States. Observers visited 498 tenth- 
and twelfth-grade classrooms, and used a modified version of the 
Flanders Interaction Analysis System to collect data on teacher and 
student behaviors. Ten categories of verbal behavior were used in the 
Flanders Interaction Analysis System. Seven verbal behaviors involved 
"Teacher Talk," two involved "Student Talk," and one involved "silence" 
or "confusion." The "Teacher Talk" categories include (1) accepts 
feelings, (2) praises or encourages, (3) accepts or uses ideas of 
student, (4) asks questions, (5) lectures, (6) gives directions, 
(7) criticizes or justifies authority. The "Student Talk" categories 
include (8) student talk-response, (9) student-talk initiation. The 
other behavior category is (10) silence or confusion. The Commission 
sought to compare teacher interaction with students of different ethnic 
groups. The Flanders Interaction Analysis System was modified to allow 
each behavior to be coded with reference to the ethnicity of the 
student with whom the behavior was associated. Once every three seconds 
51 Ibid., pp. 1-68. 
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the observer marked a tally in the category which most appropriately 
indicated the behavior that was occurring and the ethnicity of the 
student with whom the behavior was associated. 
The major question addressed by the United States Commission on 
52 
Civil Rights was whether Mexican American and Anglo American students 
were involved in each category of interaction with equal frequency. 
In addition, the study examined whether significant disparities in 
classroom interactions involving Mexican American and Anglo American 
students varied across levels of teacher, classroom, and school 
characteristics. The findings demonstrated that (1) teachers praised 
and encouraged Anglo Americans more often than they did Mexican 
Americans, (2) teachers accepted and used more ideas provided by Anglo 
American students than by Mexican American students, (3) teachers asked 
the average Anglo American student 20 percent more questions than they 
asked the average Mexican American student. Thus, dissimilar treatment 
was given to students, in the favor of Anglo American students. Good 
53 
and Brophy questioned coding procedures where interactions are coded 
at the class level rather than coding teachers' interactions with 
individual students, because class-level coding assumes that a teacher's 
behavior is consistent for all students of the same ethnicity within the 
same classroom. 
But, in their analysis of the United States Commission on Civil 
^Ibid., pp. 1 -68. 
53 Brophy and Good, Teacher's Communication of Differential 
Expectations for Children's Classroom Performance: Some Behavioral 
Data, p. 2. 
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Rights report, Jackson and Cosca54 point out that teacher behaviors are 
a contributing factor to the poor academic achievement of many Mexican 
American students. They list two factors that may contribute to the 
observed disparities: (1) the linguistic and cultural differences 
between Mexican American and Anglo Americans, and (2) the tendency of 
teachers to respond differentially to identical behaviors by students 
of different ethnic, socioeconomic, or achievement characteristics. 
In summary, research reviewed in this section shows that teacher- 
student interaction varies as a consequence of student's language profi¬ 
ciency, achievement levels, language attitudes, and ethnicity. Specifi¬ 
cally, the research literature suggests that (1) teachers' disapproving 
behavior was related to students' English proficiency; (2) students' 
English proficiency was a more accurate predictor of the manner in which 
teachers behave toward students; (3) to communicate acceptance, teachers 
use certain verbal behaviors in one language and use certain other verbal 
behaviors in the second language to communicate praise; (4) in Spanish, 
there was a greater percentage of incidences in which a student response 
was followed by teacher acceptance, "fine"; (5) in English, there was 
a greater percentage of incidences in which a student response was 
followed by a teacher praise, "that is really great"; (6) teachers' 
attitudes toward the student's language appeared to have a negative 
relation to student achievement; (7) teachers give different language 
evaluations to minority and to nonminority students; and (8) disparities 
54 Gregg Jackson and Cecilia Cosca, "The Inequality of Educational 
Opportunity in the Southwest: An Observational Study of Ethnically Mixed 
Classrooms," American Educational Research Journal 11 (1974):219-229. 
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in classroom interaction exists in teacher behavior toward Mexican 
American and Anglo American students. 
The findings about different types of student-teacher interactions 
and the importance of the interactions for student learning suggest 
that it is reasonable to investigate the link between teacher expecta¬ 
tions of achievement and teacher interaction with bilingual students. 
Teacher Expectations and Student Achievement 
This section will first provide a review of the seminal studies 
conducted by Rosenthal and Jacobson55 and Rist55 on teacher expectations 
and then will describe several studies that support or contest conclu¬ 
sions posited by these researchers. 
In their study, Rosenthal and Jacobson5^ collected data suggesting 
that the educational achievement of children may be strongly influenced 
by teacher bias. The investigation was conducted at a school located 
in a lower socioeconomic community of northern California. Approximately 
17 percent of the student body consisted of Mexican American children. 
In this study all of the children were first pretested by the researcher 
using the Flanagan's Test of General Ability (a standardized, relative/ 
nonverbal test of intelligence) at the beginning of the school year. 
55 Rosenthal and Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom: Teacher 
Expectation and Pupils' Intellectual Development (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, and Winston, 1968). 
56 Ray Rist, "Student Social Class and Teacher Expectations: The 
Self-fulfilling Prophecy in Ghetto Education," Harvard Educational 
Review 40 (1970):411-451. 
57 Rosenthal and Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom. 
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Then the teachers were informed by the researchers of those children in 
their classrooms who had "academic blooming" potential. The teachers 
were informed that "blooming" or "spurting" can and does occur at any 
level of academic and intellectual functioning. In other words, 
Rosenthal and Jacobson informed the teachers that, based on pretest 
results, certain children would demonstrate intellectual "blooming" 
during the year. In fact, the alleged "bloomers" were a random sample 
of about 20 percent of the children in the school. All children were 
retested after one year and two years with the same test of intelligence 
used to first pretest them. Gains in IQ from pretest to the first 
year retest were computed and "expectancy advantage" was defined by the 
degree of which IQ gains by "experimental" children exceed gains by 
control group" children. A significant expectancy advantage was 
found, particularly among children in the first and second grades. 
While both experimental and control groups gained in IQ points, 47 
percent of experimental group children gained 20 or more IQ points 
compared to 19 percent of control group children. 
CO 
After the first and second year of the experiment, the expectancy 
advantage was correlated with the "Mexican-ness" of the children's faces. 
Within this sample of Mexican minority-group children there were varia¬ 
tions in how "Mexican" each child looked. To determine if race was a 
factor influencing teacher expectations, a group of ten teachers not 
involved in the study rated each child's photograph on "how Mexican the 
57 Rosenthal and Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom. 
581bid., p. 127. 
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child looked." The "Mexican" children showed greater expectancy 
advantages than did "non-Mexican" children. That is, the boys who 
looked more Mexican were at an advantage. Before the experiment, 
teachers expected the intellectual performance of Mexican boys to be 
the lowest. Rosenthal and Jacobson also found that younger children 
showed more expectancy effects than students in higher grades. The 
"bloomers" also outscored their classmates in gains in reading achieve¬ 
ment and were described by their teachers as more likely to succeed in 
the future. These findings support the hypothesis that teachers' 
expectations play a role in student behavior. That is, students tend 
to behave the way they are expected to behave. Although this research 
has been criticized by Snow and by Thorndike59 on methodological grounds 
(e.g., the three concluding chapters representing only superficial, 
frequently inaccurate, attempts to deal with the study's flaws, 
description of design, basic data, and analysis are an incomplete, 
sampling plan not spelled out in detail), the study has served as a 
catalyst for the study of expectation-based behavior in the classroom. 
In conclusion, the Rosenthal and Jacobson study of the hypothesis that 
teacher expectations for student achievement can function as self- 
fulfilling prophecies began to establish the validity of this hypothesis 
in certain environments and with certain teachers and students. 
Academic achievement seems to be highly correlated with social 
class. How teachers behave toward a certain group of children may 
59 Richard E. Snow, "Unfinished Pygmalion," Contemporary Psychology 
14 (1969):197-199; and Robert L. Thorndike, "Pygmalion in the Classroom, 
American Educational Research Journal 5 (1968):708-711. 
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influence children's achievement. A key study was done by Rist60 in 
this area. He conducted an ethnography of all-black kindergarten, 
second grade classes. He describes how kindergarten children 
were placed in reading groups that were representative of social classes 
and turned out to parallel social classes and how these groups were 
maintained throughout the first three years of elementary school. The 
main purpose of the study was to examine the effect of the teacher's 
first impressions on the child's chances of success within the public 
school system. The teacher's behavior turned out to be an important 
influence on the student's achievement through second grade. 
In Rist's study, the kindergarten teacher had available four data 
sources that pertained to social information about her prospective 
students: pre-registration form; a list from the social worker identi¬ 
fying children in her class who lived in homes that received public 
welfare funds; an interview questionnaire conducted with the mother 
(thumb-sucking, bed wetting, lying, stealing, laziness); and informa¬ 
tion based on her own experience with other siblings and responses from 
other teachers in the school about behavior and academic performance of 
children in the same family. In addition, the teacher categorized the 
students on the basis of dress and physical appearance. 
Rist observed that within a few days the teacher was calling on the 
same group of children for different classroom activities, and she was 
seating close to her the students who appeared to be clean and neat. 
60 Rist, "Student Social Class and Teacher Expectations: The Self- 
fulfilling Prophecy in Ghetto Education," pp. 411-451. 
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Further, the teacher had a higher frequency of verbal interactions with 
those students who sat physically close to her. Rist also found that 
grouping tended to remain fixed and rigid regardless of the students' 
performance. For example, students in the lower reading group stayed 
there no matter how well they performed. This circumstance is a mani¬ 
festation of a self-fulfilling prophecy: a "slow learner" had no option 
but to continue to be a slow learner regardless of potential. He also 
found that when the second-grade teacher was asked to evaluate the stu¬ 
dents in her class by reading groups, she used very similar terminology 
to that used by the kindergarten teacher. This suggests that there may 
be a common criteria among the teachers in a school as to what is a 
successful student"--a successful student being perceived as having a 
high degree of verbalization in standard American English, mixed white- 
black well-educated middle class, ability to become a leader, neat, 
clean appearance, coming from an educated family, an employed family, 
and family members living together. Therefore, there is evidence to 
support the inference that teachers' expectations are directly related 
to students' race and social class. It seems that a variety of social 
factors, such as language, race, gender, age, and social class, 
influence teacher expectations. 
Language research generally use language expectations to focus on 
the influence of race-related dialects of students (black English, non¬ 
standard English, non-standard black dialect) yet none of this research 
takes into account the bilingual speaker. Even though bilingual 
speakers are not included in this body of research, the language 
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research literature is considered for the present study because 
students who speak one language other than English tend to be viewed by 
the teacher as having "deficiencies" in learning and, therefore, as 
non-achieving. Williams and Whitehead61 remind us that differences in 
language habits have all too often been considered as deficits. 
62 
Rosenfeld's work suggests that language may be one of the factors 
that mediate between student race and teacher expectations. 
Burstall studied 1700 low ability British students who were 
taking French. He found that a significantly high percentage of 
students who were demonstrating better achievement in French than their 
general ability scores would suggest were attending schools in which 
the head teacher had favorable opinions regarding the teaching of French 
to low ability students. Burstall's data suggest that achievement in 
low ability students was affected by teacher expectations. 
64 
Buford investigated the mediating effect of teacher expectations. 
Her findings indicate that teachers expect greater achievement 
Frederick Williams and Jack L. Whitehead, "Language in the 
Classroom: Studies of the Pygmalion Effect," English Record 21 
(1971):108-113. *- 
62 
Lawrence B. Rosenfeld, An Investigation of Teacher's Stereotyping 
Behavior: The Influence of Mode of Presentation, Ethnicity, and Social 
Class on Teacher's Evaluation of Students (Arlington, 
Reproduction Service, ED090172, 1973), pp. 66-68. 
VA: ERIC Document 
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"French From Eight: A National Experiment," 1968, "Cited by" Jere 
E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher-Student Relationships: Causes and 
Consequences (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1974), pp. 82-83. 
64 Betty I. Buford, "Teacher Expectancy of the Culturally Different 
Student Subgroups in Texas in Relation to Student Achievement" (doctoral 
dissertation, Texas A&M University, 1973), pp. 51-65. 
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from Anglo American students than from Mexican American or black 
students. Buford collected data from third- and fourth-grade teachers 
who taught 715 students from low socioeconomic families in central 
Texas during a two-year study. She asked the teachers to indicate their 
expected achievement in reading and overall achievement for each child; 
she then, independently, computed an "objectively predicted achievement" 
level for the same students based on information from the students' 
cumulative folders. Buford then compared the "objective predictions" 
with the teachers' expectations for different ethnic groups, and thereby 
assessed the degree to which teachers' expectations were affected by 
race. In her findings she obtained significant differences for the 
various ethnic groups. Positive correlations at the .01 level of 
significance were found between teacher ethnic-related expectancy and 
actual achievement gains in reading and overall achievement. These 
findings were remarkable in that "objectively predicted achievement" 
was based upon information that was itself probably somewhat biased 
against the ethnic groups. Similarly, Krupczak65 found that black 
students were more affected by teacher expectations than were white 
students. Therefore, sociological factors and race modify a student's 
susceptibility to teacher expectations. 
fifi 
In another study, Gansneder examined relationships between 
65 William P. Krupczak, "Relationships Among Student Self-Concept 
of Academic Ability, Teacher Perception of Student Academic Ability and 
Student Achievement," (doctoral dissertation, University of Miami, 1972), 
p. v. 
66 Bruce M. Gansneder, The Relationship Between Teacher's Attitudes 
Toward Pupils and Pupils' Attitudes and Achievement (Arlington, VA: ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service, ED037788, 1970), pp. 1-20. 
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teacher attitudes as measured by a Likert-type attitude scale and sixth- 
grade student achievement in sixty-four schools. One major objective 
of this study was to determine the relationship between teachers' 
attitudes toward students and the students' performance in school. 
Teachers' attitudes toward students were measured by a set of fourteen 
items. These items concerned the students' motivation, speech, aspira¬ 
tions, discipline, attendance, achievement, self-image, health, and two 
items regarding reasons for poor performance. Schools in this study 
were divided by school racial characteristics into "poor black" schools, 
poor white" schools, and "middle class white" schools. Schools were 
then further divided as above or below the mean of the sample on the 
composite teacher attitude score. Fifty-nine percent of the schools 
were below the mean on Teacher Attitudes and 41 percent were above the 
mean. These means were for "middle class white" schools and "poor 
white" schools approximately that of the total sample. However, 66 per¬ 
cent of the "poor black" schools were below the mean. Analysis of 
variance was carried out on each of the seven dependent measures of the 
Stanford Achievement tests. The significant interactions were due to 
the fact that achievement scores in poor black schools where teachers' 
attitudes were above the mean were significantly higher than achievement 
scores in poor black schools where teacher attitude scores were below 
the mean. It seems reasonable that the observed differences in 
achievement were due to differences in teacher attitudes. This 
finding tends to support the idea that teacher attitude influences 
student achievement. 
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Similarly, Palardy67 investigated the effects of teachers' beliefs 
about gender-based differences in potential for first-grade reading 
achievement. The major hypothesis tested was that there are no signifi¬ 
cant differences in mean scores in reading achievement between students 
classified according to gender and according to their teachers' beliefs 
concerning the probable success of first-grade boys in learning to 
read. A questionnaire was sent to sixty-three first-grade teachers in 
a midwest city. First-grade teachers were asked whether or not they 
thought boys could learn to read as well as girls. The question was an 
item in a longer questionnaire; therefore, teachers did not realize that 
it had any special significance. Based on the response to this question, 
Palardy identified five first-grade teachers who did not believe that 
boys could learn to read as well as girls and paired these teachers with 
five others who expected no such gender-based difference. The two 
groups of teachers were closely matched according to gender, race, 
teaching experience, type of school in which they taught, and textbooks 
used for beginning reading. Thus, except for their beliefs on reading 
achievement by boys and girls, the two groups were closely matched and 
the sample of ten teachers was identified for the study. Palardy 
obtained reading achievement scores for students in the classrooms of 
the sampled teachers. Several of the variables that might have 
contributed to a difference in the achievement among the groups were 
accounted for: no students repeating first grade were part of the 
^Michael J. Palardy, "What Teachers Believe - What Children 
Achieve," Elementary School Journal 69 (1969):370-374. 
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sample; students came from middle-class families; students ages ranged 
from 6.3 to 7.3 years; and students who scored in the average and 
superior ranges of the standardized test were used in the sample. The 
reading scores first were adjusted to control for differences in the 
children's abilities, using intelligence quotient as a covariate, and 
then were analyzed for teacher expectation effects. Analysis of variance 
of the reading achievement scores of the students were classified by 
gender and by the beliefs of their teachers with students' intelligence 
quotient which were statistically controlled. 
Pa lardy's results indicated that the effect of intelligence 
quotient on reading achievement scores was significant at the .001 
level. According to Palardy this result was not unexpected; and means 
that students who scored high on the achievement test had high intelli¬ 
gence quotients. On the findings of major interest in this study, it 
can be concluded that when first-grade teachers reported that they 
believed that boys are far less successful than girls in learning to 
read, the male students of those teachers did achieve less well on a 
standardized reading test than a comparable group of male students whose 
teachers reported that they believed that boys are as successful as 
girls in learning to read. The use in this study of intelligence 
quotient to control for student's abilities on the reading achievement 
scores is questionable. In spite of this methodology flaw, the study 
does provide a valuable insight into how teacher expectations partially 
determine reading achievement of first-grade boys. 
How a child perceives his teacher's feelings toward him may 
56 
influence school achievement. Davidson and Lang68 investigated the 
relation between children's perception of their teacher's feelings 
toward them and academic achievement. They hypothesized that there 
exists a positive relationship between favorable perceptions of 
teachers' feelings and good student academic achievement. An instrument 
to measure self-perception and the perception of the feelings of others 
with a three-point rating scale was used. The higher the child's score 
on the instrument, the more favorable was the child's perception of the 
teacher's feeling toward him. The subjects of this study were 89 boys 
and 114 girls in fourth- through sixth-grade from ten different class- 
rooms in public schools. The teachers were asked to rate their 
students on academic achievement. The results indicated that there is 
a positive relationship between a child's favorable perception of 
teachers feelings and academic achievement. The findings of this 
study give evidence to support the notion that teachers' feelings of 
acceptance and approval are communicated to the child and perceived by 
the child as positive appraisals. It is likely that these appraisals 
encourage the child to seek further teacher approval by achieving well 
and behaving in a manner that is acceptable to his teacher. In 
summary, the more positive the children's perception of their teacher's 
feelings, the better was their academic achievement and the more 
desirable their classroom behavior as rated by the teacher. The 
68 
Helen H. Davidson and Gerhard Lang, "Children's Perceptions of 
Their Teachers' Feelings Toward Them Related to Self-Perception, School 
Achievement and Behavior," Journal of Experimental Education 29 
(December 1960):107-118. 
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researchers emphasize that "these findings do not imply causality but 
rather suggest that certain pupil characteristics, such as perceived 
teacher feelings, achievement and behavior in school are interrelated."69 
Teacher expectations seem to be associated with student perfor¬ 
mance. This possibility was investigated by Cooper, Findley, and Good.70 
They compared the relative effectiveness of different measures of 
teacher expectations for predicting students' year-end achievement and 
achievement change. Thirteen teachers of grades three through six 
provided the researcher reading-expectation data on students in their 
reading groups. Each teacher had two to four reading groups, but 
rankings were across all of the teachers' reading groups. Standardized 
reading-achievement test scores were obtained for students in each 
teacher s reading groups. Three measures of teacher expectations were 
collected: (1) perceived ability—a rank ordering by the teacher of 
the relative ability of students in her reading groups; (2) expected 
improvement--a rank ordering of the amount of improvement in reading 
ability the teacher expected students to make relative to other members 
of her reading groups; (3) perceived-tested ability discrepancy--the 
residual scores obtained from a multiple regression in which the 
teacher's perceived reading ability rankings of student were predicted 
by the students' concurrently measured reading achievement levels. 
Student standardized achievement reading subtest measures were 
69 DyIbid., p. 112. 
70Harris Cooper, Maureen Findley, and Thomas Good, "Relations 
Between Student Achievement and Various Indexes of Teacher Expectations," 
Journal of Educational Psychology 74 (1982):577-579. 
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administered in both January and May. Results of the study indicated 
that students who were seen by their teachers as having greater ability 
also tended to have their abilities overestimated. An interesting 
finding was that teachers' perceptions of a student's ability 
correlated strongly with student achievement. The student's perception 
of his own ability was also related to achievement change. Thus, 
teacher expectations for reading achievement could and does affect 
student achievement. 
In summary, the studies reviewed in this section on the relation¬ 
ship between teacher expectations and student achievement indicates 
that expectations a teacher has of a student's performance influences 
the achievement behavior of the student. The research literature 
suggests that students for whom teachers have low expectations are kept 
in the same reading group regardless of improvements. These students 
are likely to be minority students, from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, 
and will be likely to achieve academically at a low level. These 
students will also be likely to produce less academically and to score 
lower on reading achievement tests. Further, the higher the expecta¬ 
tions a teacher has of a student, the higher will be the frequency of 
verbal interaction the teacher will have with the student. Teachers 
expect that students they perceive to be achievers will be more likely 
to succeed in school. Furthermore, teachers develop and share with each 
other criteria for the "successful student." The shared criteria often 
include (1) being perceived as middle class, (2) neat appearance, and 
(3) non-minority status. Student perceptions of teachers' feelings 
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toward them were found to correlate strongly with student achieve 
ment. 
The literature reviewed here suggests that a teacher's response to 
a child is not influenced solely by the individuality of the child but 
also by characteristics such as social class, gender, age, achievement, 
and language. Inasmuch as the findings of the research reviewed sug¬ 
gest that teacher expectations do influence student achievement, there 
exists a need to focus on the relationship between teacher expectations 
and bilingual student achievement behavior. Limited research currently 
exists in this area. 
A large percentage of bilingual students are not achieving at 
grade level, and there is a pressing need to determine if teacher 
expectations are related to bilingual student academic performance. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to investigate the link between teacher 
expectations for bilingual student achievement and the academic achieve¬ 
ment of bilingual students. Chapter III describes the procedures and 
design used in this study to investigate such relationships in bilingual 
classrooms. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The review of the literature indicates that teacher expectations 
of students may influence student achievement. Hypotheses which 
allowed the testing of this possibility for bilingual children were 
formulated. Chapter three describes the research methodology that were 
employed to test these hypotheses. The chapter presents five sections: 
the sample, the hypotheses, the data collection instruments, the data 
collection procedures, and the data analysis procedures. 
Sample 
School District. The site for the study was an urban, elementary 
school district near Los Angeles, California with a total student 
population of approximately ten thousand. Of the total student popula¬ 
tion, 19 percent were limited- and non-English proficient. The sample 
was drawn from the four different schools in the school district that 
have self-contained bilingual classrooms. The sample of this study 
consisted of seven bilingual teachers and fifty-six bilingual students. 
Student. Fifty-six students from four first-grade classrooms and 
three second-grade classrooms participated in the study. The bilingual 
classrooms included students who spoke both Spanish and English and 
students who spoke only English. Each sampled student had been with the 
same classroom teacher throughout the academic year. Bilingual students 
participating in the present study spoke with various degrees of Spanish 
and English proficiency. 
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A class roster of the students in each bilingual classroom was 
requested from the sampled teachers. Each teacher was asked to identify 
from their roster four students whom they expected to be high achievers 
in English reading and four students whom they expected to be low 
achievers in English reading. Specifically, the teachers were asked: 
"Whom do you think would be the best readers of English? Rank the four 
highest achievers and the four lowest achievers." The instructions for 
selecting the students were kept vague to encourage the teacher to use 
her own criteria for judging the rank order in which she selected the 
students. A substitute group consisting of each type of child, one of 
high expectation and one of low expectation, were also identified. The 
substitute children were observed on days when sampled children were 
absent. 
Teacher. The School District's Bilingual Education Program 
Director was given the criteria to be used for selecting the sample of 
teachers. The criteria included (1) the teacher had to be teaching in 
a self-contained first-grade or second-grade bilingual classroom, 
(2) the classroom teacher had to. be State Credentialed or district- 
endorsed bilingual (English/Spanish), (3) the teacher had to use both 
Spanish and English as the medium of instruction in the classroom, 
and (4) the bilingual classroom had to include students who spoke both 
Spanish and English and students who spoke only English. Seven 
bilingual teachers were identified and invited to participate in the 
study. All seven teachers accepted the invitation. 
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Of the four first-grade bilingual credential teachers, three were 
bilingual and biliterate (English/Spanish) and one had limited knowledge 
of Spanish. Of the three second-grade bilingual credentialed teachers, 
two were bilingual and biliterate (English/Spanish) and one had limited 
knowledge of Spanish. The teachers were all female and had an average 
of about three years of bilingual teaching experience. All the teachers 
were assisted by a teacher assistant. 
In each of the classrooms observed there was some form of English/ 
Spanish bilingual instruction. In four of the classrooms (two first- 
grade and two second-grade), the teacher and the teacher assistant used 
both English and Spanish to instruct the students. There was a highly 
formalized bilingual bicultural curriculum that included Spanish-reading, 
Engl 1sh-reading, math, English-as-a-second-language (ESL), Spanish-as-a- 
second-language (SSL), language arts, and cultural activities. Two sets 
of curriculum materials were used, one set in English and one set in 
Spanish. In the other three classrooms (two first-grade and one second- 
grade) teachers used less Spanish and more English at the end of the 
school year than they did at the beginning of the school year to instruct 
the students. It was assumed that the children "understood" more 
English at the end of the year. In the two first-grade classrooms the 
teacher and teacher assistant used English primarily during both 
instructional and noninstructional activities. Spanish was not used for 
instruction but was used informally by the teacher and teacher assis¬ 
tant to assist students who were least proficient in English. 
Curriculum materials were available in English but only some curriculum 
materials were available in Spanish. In one second-grade classroom the 
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students received instruction only in English from the teacher while 
the teacher assistant used English and Spanish occasionally to assist 
the students who were least proficient in English. Spanish was not used 
for formal instruction. Curriculum materials were available in English 
but were not available in Spanish. 
Hypotheses 
The following four major hypotheses and nine subhypotheses for Null 
Hypothesis 2 were formulated and tested for significance at the alpha 
level of .05: 
Null Hypothesis 1: 
There is no significant positive correlation between 
language proficiency of bilingual students and teacher 
expectations for reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2: 
There are no significant differences between ways 
teachers behave toward students and teacher expectations 
for reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.1: 
There are no significant differences between percentage 
of correct answers that are followed by teacher praise 
of students who are expected by the teacher to be high 
in English reading achievement and students who are 
expected by the teacher to be low in English reading 
achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.2: 
There are no significant differences between language 
groups in percentage of wrong answers that are followed 
by teacher criticism of students who are expected by the 
teacher to be high in English reading achievement and 
students who are expected by the teacher to be low 
in English reading achievement. 
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Null Hypothesis 2.3: 
There are no significant differences between classrooms 
are fol^owpd9huUtS 'h perc?nta9e of wrong answers that 
exoertlJ hv th£ JeaCSer "’*icism °f students who are 
expected by the teacher to be high in Enqlish readino 
ac levement and students who are expected by the teacher 
to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.4: 
There are no significant differences between percentage 
of wrong answers that are followed by repetition or 9 
rephrasing of the question for students who are expected 
andt^ti.Hea+herht0 be high in En9lish reading achievement 
and students who are expected by the teacher to be low 
in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.5: 
here are no significant differences between percentage 
of reading problems that are followed by repetition, 
rephrasing of the question, or giving a clue for students 
who are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement and students who are expected by the 
teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.6: 
There are no significant differences between classrooms 
in percentage of answers (correct or incorrect) that are 
not followed by any feedback from the teacher to students 
who are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement and students who are expected by the 
teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.7: 
There are no significant differences between classrooms 
by language groups in percentage of answers (correct or 
incorrect) that are not followed by any feedback from 
the teacher to students who are expected by the teacher 
to be high in English reading achievement and students 
who are expected by the teacher to be low in English 
reading achievement. 
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Null Hypothesis 2.8: 
I!^r^-Sl9ni:lCant d1 "fences between the pro¬ 
hand is rlised6t thS teacher calls °" a student whose 
stndoltc d !n!wer an open ^estion whether the 
students are expected by the teacher to be high in 
English reading achievement or the students are 
achievement.ttl6 t6aCher t0 be low 1n E"9lish reading 
Null Hypothesis 2.9: 
There are no significant differences between frequency 
of direct questions asked by the teacher of students 
who are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement and students who are expected by 
the teacher to be low in English reading achieve¬ 
ment. 
Null Hypothesis 3: 
There are no significant differences between reading 
scores for bilingual students who are expected to be 
high in English reading achievement and students who 
are expected to be low in English reading achieve¬ 
ment. 
Null Hypothesis 4: 
There is no significant positive correlation between 
teacher's use of Spanish when teaching a bilingual 
student and teacher's expectations for reading 
achievement in English. 
Basic Assumptions. English reading was the academic subject mea¬ 
sured since throughout a student's school experience English reading is 
used as a major indicator of academic achievement. Three basic assump¬ 
tions underlie the research hypotheses. First, regardless of the child's 
language proficiency (Spanish and/or English), the teacher will expect 
him or her to achieve in English reading. Second, in a bilingual 
classroom the teacher will behave in the same manner towards an 
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English-speaking student as towards a Spanish-speaking student. And 
third, bilingual teachers would teach the academic subjects in Spanish 
to the Spanish-speaking students until they had proficiency in 
English, thereby making a more effective transition into English 
instruction. These assumptions should be kept in mind when reading 
the results reported in chapter four. 
Data Collection Instruments 
This section explains the instruments used in the collection of 
the data for this study. The Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction System71 
was modified and used to code observed teacher-child interactions both 
in English and in Spanish in the bilingual classroom. In addition to 
the observation data collected, each teacher was requested to provide 
to the researcher the students' level of proficiency in English based 
on the results of the Home Language Survey72 and the Language Assessment 
Scales. To determine achievement in reading, the California 
71Jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher-Child Dyadic 
Interaction: A Manual for Coding Classroom~Behavior (Austin, Texas: 
University of Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher 
Education, [1969]), pp. 1-105. 
72 
California State Department of Education, Home Language Survey, 
Estudio Del Idioma Del Hogar (Sacramento, California: Department of 
Education, LJune, 1978]). 
73 Edward A. DeAvila and Sharon E. Duncan, Language Assessment 
Scales (LAS I) (San Rafael, California: Linguametrics Group, 1977), 
pp. 1-98. 
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Achievement Test74 scores were used. 
The Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction System The Teacher-Child 
Dyadic Interaction System75 observation instrument was designed to 
enable a single coder to record interactions between a teacher and an 
individual student. The individual student, rather than the class, was 
the unit of analysis. Teacher behavior directed to the class as a 
group was not coded. Specific features were built into the coding 
system to study the communication of differential teacher expectations. 
The origin of the interaction was a major and consistent feature of the 
instrument, that is, whether the interaction was initiated by the 
teacher or by the child. 
Five different types of dyadic interaction categories were coded 
with the Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction System. The five types of 
dyadic interaction categories include: 
1• Response opportunities, in which the child publicly attempts 
to answer a question posed by the teacher 
2. Recitation, in which the child reads aloud, describes some 
experience or object, goes through arithmetic tables, or makes some 
other extended oral presentation 
3* Procedural contacts, in which the teacher-child interaction 
concerns permission, supplies and equipment, or other procedural 
matters concerned with the child's individual needs or with classroom 
management 
74 Oscar Krisen Buros, ed., "California Achievement Tests," in 
Eighth Mental Measurements Yearbook 1 (Highland Park, New Jersey: 
Gryphon Press, 1978), pp. 10-11. 
75 Brophy and Good, Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction: A Manual for 
Coding Classroom Behavior, pp. 1-105. 
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4. 
concernS seat worK, homework, or other written work 
completed by the 
These five types of teacher-child interactions were coded in separate 
categories on a coding form. See appendix A for Teacher-Child Dyadic 
Interaction System Categories and appendix B for observation/coding 
forms. 
Response opportunities in this system were important events for 
studying teacher expectations since at these times students were trying 
to deal with problems relevant to the academic subject matter (reading) 
and because it allows separation of effects due primarily to the teacher 
from effects due primarily to the child. Therefore, the sequential 
nature of the interaction initiation and reaction cycle was retained in 
the coding system. Answers to teacher questions were coded according 
to whether they were open questions directed to the class as a whole or 
direct questions intended for a particular student. The quality of the 
child s response (correct, partially correct, incorrect, or no response) 
and the type of feedback given by the teacher (praise, criticism, giving 
the answer, repeating the question, rephrasing the question or giving a 
clue, or giving no feedback at all) were also coded. In addition to 
coding the type (academic, procedural or disciplinary) and the initiator 
(teacher or child) of the interaction, the system allowed for keeping 
track of the evaluative nature of the teacher's feedback (praise or 
criticism). Hand-raising behavior of the students was also tallied as 
a measure of their tendency to seek response opportunities. This 
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behavior was coded after open questions, when the students raised their 
hands seeking to be tailed on to answer the question and after some 
direct questions, when students raised their hands if the student called 
upon to answer the question gave a wrong answer or was unable to 
respond. Although the two coding fonns, see appendix B, look quite 
different from each other, the only difference is that the reading and 
recitation form has a special section used during reading group or 
other recitation situation. The columns for coding response oppor¬ 
tunities, teacher-afforded dyadic contacts, and child-created dyadic 
contacts have the same meaning and are coded the same way on both 
forms. Each sampled student was assigned a number. This number was 
recorded whenever the student had a dyadic interaction with the teacher. 
Later, this number was useful to retrieve data of individual students 
from the coding forms for data analysis. 
The Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction System had a reliability 
coefficient of .80, which Flanders has suggested is the minimal 
acceptable criterion level.7^ Intra-observer reliability was estab¬ 
lished by the investigator using the procedures recommended in the 
Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction: A Manual for Coding Classroom Beha¬ 
vior*77 The intra-observer reliability was established by the investi¬ 
gator with the assistance of two other coders, one a former elementary 
school teacher and the other a graduate student in elementary education. 
761bid., p. 104. 
77Ibid., pp. 101-103. 
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This intra-observer reliability was established by observing and coding 
teacher-student interaction in a classroom for ten separate days at 
different times during the day. An average interreliability coeffi¬ 
cient of .84 between three observers was established. Therefore, inter- 
coder agreement was 84 percent. See appendix C. 
Horne Language Survey. The Home Language Survey was used to 
identify children whose primary language is one other than English. The 
California State Department of Education has recommended the Home 
Language Survey instrument to assess language dominance. 
The California Education Code requires schools to 
etermine the language(s) spoken at home by each student. 
I his information is essential in order for schools to 
provide meaningful instruction for all students.'8 
All students indicating on the Home Language Survey a language 
other than English and all students who do not return the Home Language 
Survey to school are tested for English language proficiency. See 
appendix D. 
Language Assessment Scales. The Language Assessment Scales (LAS),79 
which was used to measure English proficiency, is designed to provide an 
overall picture of oral language proficiency both in English and in 
Spanish based on a student's performance across four linguistic sub¬ 
systems. This instrument is founded on the notion that language 
consists of four primary subsystems: (1) The phonemic system (the basic 
sound of the language), (2) the referential system (the "words" of 
language), (3) the syntactical system (the rules for making meaningful 
79 
DeAvila and Duncan, Language Assessment Scales, pp. 1-26. 
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sentences), and (4) the pragmatic system (the use of language to obtain 
specific goals). For a description of the linguistic subsystems see 
appendix E. DeAvila and Duncan80 have developed an approach with the 
Language Assessment Scales that facilitates a child's performance so 
that the results represent the best the child can do at the given point 
m time and does not measure a child's fear of the "testing experience." 
on the validity and reliability of the Language Assessment Scales 
are based on five different studies conducted by DeAvila and Duncan 
using English-speaking and Spanish-speaking samples. See appendix F 
for a detailed review of the studies. 
Bilingual personnel who spoke and understood the home language of 
the students and who were trained in the use of the instrument to 
assess the students' English language proficiency conducted the assess 
ment with the Language Assessment Scales. Administering the LAS 
individually took about 20 minutes to test each student. On the basis 
of the LAS English language test scores each student was classified as 
being English proficient (level 4 or 5) or non-limited English profi¬ 
cient (level 1, 2, 3). See appendix G for a full explanation of the 
levels assigned, and appendix H for interpretation of the levels used. 
This test was administered at the beginning of the student's first 
academic year. The students were first identified with the Home 
Language Survey. All children indicating a language other than English 
were then assessed for English language proficiency. Two of the seven 
80 Ibid., p. 1. 
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observed classrooms were assessed with the use of both the English and 
Spanish versions of the Language Assessment Scales. 
California Achievement Test. The California Achievement Test81 
(CAT) has been available to school districts for the past forty years, 
with various revisions. The traditional norm-referenced achievement 
test consists of subtests in Reading, Language and Mathematics. The 
Reading subtest consists of three separate components: (1) phonic 
analysis. (2) reading vocabulary, and (3) reading comprehension. The 
Language subtest has one component: language expression. The Mathema¬ 
tics subtest has two separate components: (1) mathematics computation, 
and (2) mathematics concepts and applications. The CAT for reading 
identifies three subtests and objectives: 
, In Phonic analysis a student is required to recognize sounds 
or single consonants, consonant clusters, consonant diagraphs, short 
vowels, long vowels, and vowel combinations 
2. Reading vocabulary is divided into two sections. First, some 
items require a student to identify a word that best fits a specified 
category. Second, students are required to identify the synonym for 
the underlined word in a phrase. 
3- Reading comprehension is divided into two sections. The 
first section requires students to identify a picture that is appro¬ 
priate for a given sentence. The second section requires students 
to read short passages. This measures literal and interpretive 
comprehension. 
Each subtest is designed to be completed within a specific amount 
of time. The completion time for subtests in Reading, Language and 
Mathematics range from 12 minutes to 30 minutes. Test examiners are 
trained to administer the tests using specific procedures. The 
California Achievement Test was administered in September and May. 
81 Buros, Eighth Mental Measurements Yearbook 1, pp. 10-11. 
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Data Collection Procedurps 
The School District's Superintendent and the Bilingual Program 
Director were contacted to request pension to conduct the study in 
the district's bilingual classrooms. Approval was given and appoint¬ 
ments were made with each teacher in the month of May to inform them of 
the purpose of the study, to establish rapport, and to schedule class¬ 
room observations. The seven teachers were informed that the purpose 
of the study was to investigate the classroom behavior of children at 
various levels of achievement. The teachers were not informed that 
their behavior also was being observed. Furthermore, the teachers were 
not informed about the specific subgroups of students that had been 
selected for the study. During the teacher meeting the observer obtained 
the class roster and seating chart from the teacher and asked the 
teacher to rank order four students whom they expected to be high 
achievers in English reading and four students whom they expected to 
be low achievers in English reading. In this way teacher expectations 
were measured. A schedule of classroom observation sessions was 
arranged. Observations were scheduled for two complete school days 
with each teacher. Approximately ten hours of interaction data were 
collected in each classroom during May and June, 1982. The data were 
collected by one bilingual observer located in the classroom in a 
position opposite from the teacher and behind or to the side of the 
students, who were seated in rows of individual desks or in small group 
tables of four to six students. Similar to the technique of Brophy and 
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Good, coding was restricted to interaction involving academic work 
and discussion since attention was being directed to the teacher's 
expectations of students' academic performance. 
Since the possibility existed that teachers might have held one 
set of expectations for the student at the beginning of the school year 
and held a different set of expectations for the same student at the 
end of the school year, the teachers were asked, after all observations 
were made, "At the beginning of the school year, how would you have 
ranked these students in English reading? Rank the four highest and 
the four lowest achievers." The question was asked to offset any 
discrepancies between teacher expectations held at the beginning of the 
school year and at the end of the school year when the data was col¬ 
lected. However, it was found that 88 percent of the teachers ranked 
the students in the same order at both the end and the beginning of the 
school year. 
The classroom data were recorded according to the Teacher-Child 
Dyadic Interaction System and by noting whether the interaction between 
teacher and child occurred in English or in Spanish. For this purpose, 
the Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction Observation instrument was used as 
described previously in this chapter but with the use of an "S" for 
Spanish to indicate the recorded behavior that occurred in Spanish. 
Thus, all the behaviors coded with an "S" would signify the interaction 
between the teacher and child that occurred in Spanish. For this study, 
^Brophy and Good, Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction: A Manual for 
Coding Classroom Behavior, p. 105. 
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data on the communication of differential performance expectations by 
teacher were focused upon; therefore, seven teacher behaviors listed 
below were observed. For a detailed description of these interactions, 
see appendix A. 
1. Correct answers followed by teacher praise: 
Teacher Praise—refers to feedback given by the teacher 
which positively reinforces the student (eg affirma 
tion of correct answer). ^ a tlrma 
Example: Right—it's orange. Good, Isabel. 
2. Wrong answers followed by teacher criticism: 
Teacher criticism—refers to feedback given by the 
teacher to student that negatively reinforces the 
students (e.g., negation of wrong answer). 
Example: Maybe you'd know if you'd pay attention. 
3. Wrong answers followed by repetition of rephrasinq 
of the question: 
Repeats question—refers to the teacher repeating the 
question. 
Example: What color? Well? Do you know? 
4. Reading problem followed by repetition, rephrasing 
of the question, or by giving a clue: 
Rephrase or clue—refers to teacher rephrasing 
questions or giving the student a clue. 
Example: Is it orange or green? Is it orange? 
Is it green? It's the same color as a fruit. It's 
our new color for today. It begins with "o". 
5. Answers (correct or incorrect) not followed by any 
feedback from the teacher: 
No feedback—no teacher feedback refers to the type 
of feedback given by the teacher to each of his stu¬ 
dents which tends to neither positively nor negatively 
reinforce the student, or makes a verbal response 
that does not communicate to the student, whether the 
answer is correct or incorrect. 
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Answer open question/child raises hand. 
Here the teacher asks a question, waits for the 
IaiSe their hands> and then calls on 
one of the students whose hand is raised. 
Direct questions from the teacher. 
Direct question is when the teacher calls on the 
nes^by kTA?*0* ^ indiCatl'°" 
In addition to the observational data collected, the language 
proficiency scores on the Language Assessment Scales were requested and 
obtained from the sample teachers for each student in the classroom. 
The California Achievement Test post-test grade-level equivalent scores 
for the students in the sampled teachers' classroom were requested and 
obtained from the school district's central administration office. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
The data collected were summarized and subjected to statistical 
test using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).^ |\|uy| 
Hypothesis 1 and Null Hypothesis 4 were tested using Spearman rank 
correlation analysis. Spearman rank correlation coefficients were 
computed to determine the degree of association between teacher ranking 
of the high achievers in English reading and the low achievers in 
English reading with (1) rank in English language proficiency, and 
(2) rank in frequency of teacher's use of Spanish. In all cases, the 
83Norman H. Nie et al., Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) (San Francisco, California: McGraw-Hill, 1975 , 
pp. 288-292; 398-421. 
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ion five percent level of significance (p < .05) was used as the criteri, 
level for rejection of null hypothesis. 
Analysis of variance was used for Null Hypothesis 2 and the 
related nine subhypotheses. The data collected were solarized as 
frequencies and percentages of behaviors observed. Data were tabulated 
separately for each student and scores were assigned to each of the 56 
sampled students. In some categories of behavior, frequencies were 
derived by adding the number of times the behavior occurred in a given 
observation period. For other categories of behavior, percentage scores 
were computed according to a formula designed to reflect the percentage 
of items that a teacher responds to in a given way in a given situation. 
For example, the percentage of times a student was criticized for a 
wrong answer was computed by dividing his total number of wrong answers 
into the number of those wrong answers that were followed by teacher 
criticism. So, if a student had a total of ten wrong answers and was 
criticized after one of those answers, the criticism rate would be 
one divided by ten, or 10 percent. Data expressed in percentages is 
valuable because most of the important inferences about the nature of 
teacher-child interaction, especially about the communication of 
differential performance expectations by teachers, are based on the 
percentages and not on the frequency scores. Frequencies and per¬ 
centages were computed, analysis of variance was used to test for group 
differences and correlational analysis was used to assess the relation¬ 
ship among the variables. A one-way analysis of variance was used to 
analyze the data for Null Hypothesis 3. Differences between mean 
scores on the California Achievement Test for Spanish-speaking and 
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English-speaking students for whom sampled teachers had high or low 
expectations were investigated. 
acher expectations, student's language proficiency in English 
and classrooms were the independent variables. Seven teacher behaviors 
related to communication of expectations and sixteen teacher behaviors 
related to type of contact, and academic perfonnance were the dependent 
variables. The results of these analyses are reported in chapter four. 
CHAPTER IV 
findings 
Chapter four presents findings related to the five major 
hypotheses and nine subhypotheses as well as additional findings related 
to Null hypothesis 2. 
Null Hypothesis 1 
Null hypothesis 1 dealt with students' language and teacher expec¬ 
tations of students at English reading achievement. The null hypothesis 
stated that: 
HOi here is no significant positive correlation between 
language proficiency of bilingual students and 
teacher expectations for reading achievement. 
The results of the Spearman rank correlation analysis of language 
proficiency of students and teacher expectations ranking are shown in 
tabie 1. Spearman rank correlation coefficients were calculated for 
students' English proficiency level on the Language Assessment Scales 
and teacher expectation rankings of students for whom teacher held 
high or low expectations. 
TABLE 1 
SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR LANGUAGE 
PROFICIENCY AND TEACHER EXPECTATIONS 
N of Cases 
Spearman Rank Correlation 
Coeffi cient 
Level of 
Significance 
56 
.5888 
.001* 
*p < .05 
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The analysis of the data indicated a moderate high positive84 
correlation of rs = .588 significant at the p < .05 level. Null 
hypothesis 1 was rejected at the p < .05 level. 
The findings suggest a significant positive correlation between 
the English language proficiency of bilingual students and teacher ex¬ 
pectations of students for reading achievement. It seems that the more 
proficient a child was in the English language in the classroom the 
higher were the teacher's expectations of the student in English reading 
achievement. This finding was similar to Laosa's observation.85 His 
research revealed that teachers responded more often to the English- 
proficient students than the non-English proficient students who 
attempted verbally to obtain the teacher's attention. For the most 
part, however, high achievers come to the teachers' attention and are 
perceived favorably by them. This difference was not evident in the 
second grade. The English-proficient students tried less to get the 
84 
. Note: Guideline to assess general strength of association coef¬ 
ficients. 
Level of Association 
± 0 - .25 = no/low association 
Degree of Strength of 
Association 
(weak) 
± .26 - .50 = moderate low association (moderate weak) 
± .51 - .75 = moderate high association (moderate strong association) 
± .76 - 1.00 = high association (strong association to 
perfect association) 
85 
Luis M. Laosa, "Inequality in the Classroom: Observational 
Research on Teacher-Student Interactions," Aztlan International Journal 
of Chicano Studies Research 8 (1977):61. 
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teacher's attention and, thereby, received less disapprovals and .ore 
non-evalnative substantive academic information from the teacher. In 
contrast, non-English-proficient students made a greater number of 
attempts to obtain their teacher's attention. The results revealed 
that teachers' disapproving behavior was related to students' English 
proficiency. Thus, the results of this study support Laosa's findings 
that the students' language proficiency had a significant effect on the 
teachers' behavior toward students. Furthermore, students' language 
proficiency was a significant factor influencing teachers' behavior 
toward the Spanish-speaking students during reading. 
Null Hypothesis 2 
Null hypothesis 2 dealt with how teachers behave toward students 
and teacher expectations of students in reading achievement. The 
hypothesis stated that: 
^2.0 T^ere are no significant differences between ways 
teachers behave toward students and teacher expec¬ 
tations for reading achievement. 
The stated null hypothesis was tested by addressing nine 
subhypotheses testing the relationship between specific teacher beha¬ 
viors and teacher expectations of students. 
The first seven subhypotheses are stated in terms of percentage 
measures which take into account absolute differences in the frequencies 
of the various behaviors involved to enable a direct comparison between 
the teacher's behavior toward the two expectation groups when faced 
with equivalent situations. The other two hypotheses are stated in 
terms of frequency counts. 
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In tables 12 through 20, located in appendix I, are summaries of 
the mean scores and p-values for teacher behaviors by expectancy and by 
language groups observed in seven classrooms. Although no predictions 
were made concerning differences by classroom, the data are presented 
to show the degree to which the teachers varied on the measures taken. 
The data tables reveal that a significant classroom effect was obtained 
for the majority of variables. The findings are presented in two 
sections. Hypothesized findings are presented in the first section and 
other findings are presented in the second section. 
Null Hypothesis 2,1 
Null hypothesis 2.1 addressed the relationship between correct 
answers followed by teacher praise and teacher expectations of students 
achievement in reading. The null hypothesis stated that: 
HC^.i T^ere are no significant differences between percentage 
of correct answers that are followed by teacher praise 
of students who are expected by the teacher to be high 
in English reading achievement and students who are 
expected by the teacher to be low in English reading 
achievement. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
in proportion to correct answers followed by teacher praise of students 
was significant at the p < .05 level. Null hypothesis 2.1 was rejected. 
As table 2 illustrates, there was a significant difference between 
classrooms in the percent of correct answers followed by teacher praise 
exhibited towards students for whom there were high expectations and 
students for whom there were low expectations. 
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TABLE 2 
MtAN SCORES OF PERCENT OF CORRECT ANSWERS 
FOLLOWED BY TEACHER PRAISE 
Teacher Expectancy-High Teacher Expectancy-Low 
Class¬ 
room 
Total 
Group 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
1 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.25 0.0 
2 1.1 5.0 0.33 1.0 0.0 
3 0.13 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.0 
4 3.9 2.0 5.7 3.0 0.0 
5 1.4 3.5 1.7 1.0 0.0 
6 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.5 0.0 
7 1.5 2.5 0.33 1.0 0.0 
NOTE: Zero (0) indicates that the behavior observed for did not occur 
*This category includes non- and limited-English proficient students 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). 
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This finding was similar to the results of Brophy and Good86 who 
found that students for whom there were high expectations received more 
teacher praise after answering correctly. It is worthy to note that in 
this study the Spanish-speaking students received a higher degree of 
teacher praise after answering correctly than did the English-speaking 
students. Although the correct answers were given in Spanish by the 
students and the majority of the praise was given in English by the 
teacher. Similarly, Townsend and Zamora87 observed that student 
responses in Spanish were more frequently followed simply by teacher 
acceptance while more student responses in English were followed by 
teacher praise. It seems that when the student responds in a language 
other than English the teacher responds in a tolerant manner, whereas 
when the student answers in English the teacher behaves in a responsive 
manner. 
Null Hypothesis 2.2 
Null hypothesis 2.2 addressed the relationship between wrong 
answers followed by teacher criticism and teacher expectations of 
students in reading. The null hypothesis stated that: 
86 
Jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher's Communication of 
Differential Expectations for Children's Classroom Performance: Some 
Behavioral Data (Austin, Texas: University of Texas Rp^parrh anH 
Development Center for Teacher Education, [September, 19691), 
pp. 12-14. 
87 
Darryl R. Townsend and Gloria L. Zamora, "Differing Interaction 
Patterns in Bilingual Classrooms," Contemporary Education, 46 (1975): 
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HO 
2.2 groups^n p^rcenU^n?* d1fferences >*tween language lZ s=s^ are f0l‘ 
teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences by language groups 
in wrong answers followed by teacher criticism was significant at the 
P s -05 level. Hence, null hypothesis 2.2 was rejected. The findings 
presented in table 3 indicate that there were differences between 
percent of wrong answers followed by teacher criticism of students for 
whom there were high expectations and students for whom there were low 
expectations. 
These findings on wrong answers followed by teacher criticism were 
not consistent with the findings of Brophy and Good.88 They observed 
that students for whom there were high expectations received less 
criticism from the teacher. In the present study the students for whom 
there were high expectations received more criticism. The highest mean 
score came from the teacher who spoke only English in her classroom. 
These findings on the communication of expectations suggest that 
English-speaking students for whom teachers have high expectations were 
criticized more often by the teacher because they were expected to 
answer correctly. In contrast, the Spanish-speaking student for whom 
teachers had either high or low expectations were not expected to 
answer correctly every time. 
88 
Brophy and Good, Teacher's Communication of Differential 
Expectations for Children's Classroom Performance: Some Behavioral 
Data, pp. 12-14. 
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TABLE 3 
MEAN SCORES OF PERCENT OF WRONG ANSWERS 
FOLLOWED BY TEACHER CRITICISM 
Teacher Expectancy-High Teacher Expectancy-Low 
Class¬ 
room 
Total 
Group 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
1 0.25 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
2 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.42 0.0 
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
6 0.34 1.0 0.0 0.25 0.0 
7 1.0 0.0 5.0 
_ 
1.0 0.0 
NOTE: Zero (0) indicates that the behavior observed for did not occur 
**This category includes non- 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). and 1imited-English proficient students 
87 
Null Hypothesis 2.3 
Null hypothesis 2.3 addressed the relationship between wrong 
answers followed by teacher criticism and teacher expectations of 
students in reading. The hypothesis stated that: 
H°2-3 IlassrnnLnh Significant differences between 
w™™ by lan9ua9e groups in percentage of 
wrong answers that are followed by teacher 
criticism of students who are expected by the 
and^turlpntQ6 !li9h in English fading achievement 
and students who are expected by the teacher to be 
low in English reading achievement. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
by language groups in percent of wrong answers followed by teacher 
criticism was significant at the p < .05 level. Null hypothesis 2.3 
was rejected. There were significant differences between classroom by 
language groups, as data in table 3 illustrates, in the percent of 
wrong answers followed by teacher criticism of students for whom there 
were high expectations and students for whom there were low expectation 
Null Hypothesis 2.4 
Null hypothesis 2.4 focused on the relationship between wrong an¬ 
swers followed by the teacher repeating or rephrasing the question and 
teacher expectations of students in reading. The hypothesis stated that 
HO2 ^ There are no significant differences between percen¬ 
tage of wrong answers that are followed by repetition 
or rephrasing of the question for students who are 
expected by the teacher to be high in English reading 
achievement and students who are expected by the 
teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
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Analysis of variance revealed differences between classrooms in 
percent of wrong answers followed by the teacher's repetition or 
rephrasing of the question was significant at the p < .05 level. Null 
hypothesis 2.4 was rejected. Data in table 4 illustrates the signifi¬ 
cant differences between classrooms in the percent of wrong answers 
ollowed by teachers repetition or rephrasing of questions for students 
for whom there were high expectations and students for whom there were 
low expectations. Wrong answers followed by the teacher repeating or 
rephrasing of the question were found significant for students for whom 
teachers held high expectations and who were Spanish-speaking. This 
suggests that students for whom high expectations were held tended to 
receive more opportunities to respond correctly, and, thereby, were 
encouraged to do well in English reading. In this manner the teacher 
was demanding greater quality in the academic performance of students 
for whom there were high expectations. 
Null Hypothesis 2.5 
Null hypothesis 2.5 addressed the relationship between reading 
problems followed by the teacher's repetition or rephrasing of the 
question or by giving a clue and teacher expectations of students in 
reading. The hypothesis stated that: 
HC^ 5 There are no significant differences between 
percentage of reading problems that are followed 
by repetition, rephrasing of the question, or 
giving a clue for students who are expected by 
the teacher to be high in English reading achieve¬ 
ment and students who are expected by the teacher 
to be low in English reading achievement. 
89 
TABLE 4 
_ mean scores of percent of wrong answers 
FOLLOWED BY REPETITION OR REPHRASING OF THpQUESTION 
Teacher Expectancy-High Teacher Expectancy-Low 
Class¬ 
room 
Total 
Group 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
1 0.25 0.33 0.0 0.25 0.0 
2 1.0 0.0 1.3 0.25 0.0 
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 1.9 4.0 1.7 1.5 0.0 
5 1.0 3.0 0.0 0.25 0.0 
6 2.0 3.2 0.0 1.7 0.0 
7 2.0 1.7 2.0 2.3 0.0 
NOTE. Zero (0) indicates that the behavior observed for did not occur. 
**This category includes non- and limited-English proficient students 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). 
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Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
m the percent of reading problems followed by repetition or rephrasing 
of the question or by giving a clue was significant at the p s .05 
level. Null hypothesis 2.5 was rejected. Data in table 5 illustrates 
the significant differences between classrooms in the percent of reading 
problems followed by repetition or rephrasing of the qeustion or by 
giving a clue for students for whom there were high expectations and 
students for whom there were low expectations. 
In reading problems followed by repetition or rephrasing of the 
question or by giving a clue, Spanish-speaking students for whom the 
teachers held high or low expectations were found to receive greater 
attention than did the English-speaking students. This finding was 
similar to those of Brophy and Good89 who also found that the students 
for whom there were high expectations received more repetition or 
rephrasing of the question or were given a clue when having reading 
problems. These findings could also be an indication that Spanish¬ 
speaking students were having more reading problems in English reading 
However, the teachers were giving students more opportunities to 
respond regardless of the expectations held for the Spanish-speaking 
students in English reading achievement. 
89 Ibid., pp. 12-14. 
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TABLE 5 
Mpnn nn2nEL°F PERCENT 0F READING PROBLEMS 
F°LLOWED BY REPETITION, REPHRASING OF THE 
QUESTION, OR BY GIVING A CLUE 
Teacher Expectancy-High Teacher Expectancy-Low 
Class¬ 
room 
Total 
Group 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
1 1.4 1.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
2 0.47 1.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 1.4 2.5 1.3 1.1 0.0 
5 1.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
6 1.6 2.3 0.0 1.4 0.0 
7 2.3 2.5 2.3 2.2 0.0 
NOTE. Zero (0) indicates that the behavior observed for did not occur. 
This category includes non- and 1imited—English proficient students 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). 
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Nun Hypothesis 2.6 
Null hypothesis 2.6 addressed the relationship between answers not 
followed by any teacher feedback and teacher expectations of students 
in reading. The hypothesis stated that: 
H02.6 There are no significant differences between class 
rooms in percentage of answers (correct or incorrect 1 
that are not followed by any feedback from the teacher 
in EnoHshSrehd-are ei'?ected by the teacher to be high in English reading achievement and students who are 9 
achievement.^6 t6aCher t0 be l0W in Engl1sh re*di"9 
Analysis of. variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
in percent of answers not followed by any teacher feedback was signifi¬ 
cant at the p s .05 level. Null hypothesis 2.6 was rejected. Data in 
table 6 illustrates the significant differences between classrooms in 
the percent of answers not followed by any feedback from the teacher 
to students for whom there were high expectations and students for whom 
there were low expectations. 
A discrepancy existed between the findings of the present study 
and the Brophy and Good90 study in the findings on answers not followed 
by any teacher feedback. In the present study, Spanish-speaking 
students for whom there were high expectations received the least 
feedback from the teacher when answering correctly or incorrectly. 
The Spanish-speaking students for whom there were high expectations 
tended not to receive any feedback from the teacher for answering 
(correctly or incorrectly) a question. Lack of encouragement was 
90 Ibid. 
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TABLE 6 
MEAlN lnrRlS, 0F PERCENT 0F ANSWERS (CORRECT 
NOT FOLLOWED BY ANY FEEDBACK FROM THE OR INCORRECT) TEACHER 
Teacher Expectancy-High Teacher Expectancy-Low 
Class¬ 
room 
Total 
Group 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2 1.6 9.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 3.8 0.0 4.8 4.0 0.0 
5 2.0 2.3 1.5 2.3 0.0 
6 1.7 2.7 0.0 1.4 0.0 
7 3.0 1.7 3.0 3.9 0.0 
NOTE: Zero (0) indicates that the behavior observed for did not occur. 
**This category includes 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). non- and 1imited-English proficient students 
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common for these students t+ ,-p 
udents. It is also important to note that students' 
correct answers were most frequently given in Spanish. 
Null Hypothesis 2.7 
Null hypothesis 2.7 addressed the relationship between answers not 
followed by any teacher feedback and the teacher expectations of stu- 
dents in reading. The hypothesis stated that: 
HO 2.7 ™ere are no significant differences between classrooms 
by language groups in percentage of answers (correct or 
the^eacher^^.rH T f°llowed an^ feedback from 
tneK!e^huP-t0rStiJ<?ents who are exPected by the teacher 
o be high in English reading achievement and students 
who are expected by the teacher to be low in English 
reading achievement. y 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
by language groups in the percent of answers not followed by any 
teacher feedback was significant at the p < .05 level. Null hypothesis 
2.7 was rejected. Data in table 6 illustrates the significant 
differences between percent of answers not followed by any feedback 
from the teacher to English-speaking students and to Spanish-speaking 
students. 
Null Hypothesis 2.8 
Null hypothesis 2.8 addressed the relationship between the propor¬ 
tion of times students were called to answer to an open question while 
their hands were raised and teacher expectations of the students in 
reading. The hypothesis stated that: 
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HO 2.8 !-e n“s1?nificant differences between the 
proporti°n of times the teacher calls on a student 
Mhorh 1S ra'sed t0 answer an open question 
whether the students are expected by the teacher 
*?,,*} thl8h ln English reading achievement or the 
f^i?c£S ar“exPec?“d by the teacher to be low in 
English reading achievement. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
in the number of times a student was called to answer an open question 
while his or her hand was raised was significant at the p < .05 level. 
Null hypothesis 2.8 was rejected. As data in table 7 illustrates, 
there were significant differences between students for whom high and 
low expectations were held in the number of times the teacher called on 
a student to answer an open question when the student raised his hand. 
The students for whom there were high expectations were called on more 
frequently. In contrast, Brophy and Good91 found that students for whom 
there were low expectations were called on more often. 
Null Hypothesis 2.9 
Null hypothesis 2.9 focused on the relationship between direct 
questions from the teacher and teacher expectations of students in 
reading. The hypothesis stated that: 
H02 g There are no significant differences between frequency 
of direct questions asked by the teacher of students 
who are expected by the teacher to be high in English 
reading achievement and students who are expected by 
the teacher to be low in English reading achievement. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
on direct questions from the teacher was not significant at the p < .05 
91 Ibid. 
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TABLE 7 
SK ha^0?!1^ °F ™eLIh.!Jeacher calls 
Teacher Expectancy-High Teacher Expectancy-Low 
Class¬ 
room 
Total 
Group 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
1 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.25 0.0 
2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 0.25 0.0 0.33 0.25 0.0 
5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 
6 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.25 0.0 
7 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 
NOTE: Zero (0) indicates that the behavior observed for did not occur. 
**This category includes 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). non- and 1imited-English proficient students 
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level. Null hypothesis 2. 
tions from the teacher did 
9 was not rejected. Although direct ques 
not yield statistically significant dif¬ 
ferences, the mean scores on this behavior indicate that the students 
for whom there were high expectations and were Spanish-speaking received 
more direct questions from the teachers as data in table 8 illustrates. 
Brophy and Good s study also showed no significant differences. The 
students for whom there were low expectations received fewer direct 
questions from the teacher. 
Null Hypothesis 3 
Null hypothesis 3 dealt with bilingual students' achievement in 
English reading and teacher expectations of the students. The 
hypothesis stated that: 
H03 There are no significant differences between readinq 
scores for bilingual students who are expected to 
be high in English reading achievement and students who 
are expected to be low in English reading achievement. 
In considering Null hypothesis 3, three tests were performed. 
First, an analysis of variance was used to determine differences between 
reading achievement scores of Spanish-speaking students for whom there 
were high and low teacher expectations. Second, the same test was per¬ 
formed for English-speaking students for whom there were high and low 
teacher expectations. Third, analysis of variance was used to determine 
differences between high and low teacher expectancy groups, combining 
Spanish-speaking and English-speaking students. The results are 
presented in table 9 and table 10. 
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TABLE 8 
MEAN SCORES OF FREQUENCY OF DIRECT QUESTIONS 
ASKED BY THE TEACHER 
Teacher Expectancy-High Teacher Expectancy-Low 
Class¬ 
room 
Total 
Group 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
Spanish 
Speaking** 
English 
Speaking 
1 1.0 0.33 0.0 1.0 0.0 
2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
3 0.38 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
4 1.1 2.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 
5 2.9 4.0 1.7 3.5 0.0 
6 5.0 6.0 5.0 4.3 0.0 
7 1.3 1.3 0.0 1.5 0.0 
NOTE. Zero (0) indicates that the behavior observed for did not occur 
**This category includes non- and limited-English proficient students 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). 
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TABLE 9 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR LANGUAGE GROUPS 
SPANISH-SPEAKING AND ENGLISH-SPEAKING 
Spanish- Between 
Speaking* Within 
Total 
1 7.46 7 
35 15.00 
36 22.46 
46 17.40 .0002** 
43 
English- 
Speaking 
Between l 5,43 
Within 17 10.'20 
Total 18 15.64 
5-43 9.05 .0008** 
.60 
*This category includes 
(LAS Level 1, 2, 3). 
**p < .05 
non- and 1imited-English proficient students 
TABLE 10 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR COMBINED EFFECTS 
OF LANGUAGE AND EXPECTANCY GROUPS 
Source Df SS MS F P 
Between 1 14.61 14.61 30.87 .000* 
Within 54 25.55 .47 
Total 55 40.16 
*p < .05 
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The analysis of variance showed significant differences at the 
P S .05 level between high and low expectancy groups when Spanish 
and English students were considered separately and combined. These 
differences suggest a significant link between teacher expectancy 
for student achievement and actual student performance. Students 
for whom high expectations were held tended to score higher on 
the end-of-the-year average grade level equivalent scores on the 
California Achievement Test than students for whom low expectations 
were held. 
Null Hypothesis 4 
Null hypothesis 4 dealt with the relationship between the teacher's 
use of Spanish and teacher expectation. The null hypothesis stated 
that: 
HO^ There no significant positive correlation between 
teacher s use of Spanish when teaching a bilingual 
student and teacher's expectations for reading 
achievement in English. 
Data in table 11 shows the results of the Spearman rank correla¬ 
tional analysis of teachers' use of Spanish and teacher expectation 
rankings. Spearman rank correlation of the ranking of the frequency 
the teachers used Spanish and the teacher expectation ranking revealed 
that there was a high positive correlation of rs = .550 significant at 
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the p < .05 level. 
level. 
Null hypothesis 5 was rejected at the p s .05 
TABLE 11 
N of Cases Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient 
Level of 
Significance 
10 
. 550 
.050* 
* p < .05 
The findings on the relationship between the teacher's use of 
Spanish and teacher expectations revealed a strong positive correla¬ 
tion. Five of the seven teachers involved in the study used Spanish 
with their students. The teachers were found not to use Spanish in 
the demonstration of the seven behaviors associated with the communica 
tion of teacher expectations. Instead, Spanish was used by teachers 
during those behaviors that characterized the type of teacher contact 
with the students and behaviors related to academic performance of the 
students. The following are behaviors in which the five teachers used 
Spanish most frequently. 
1* Total dyadic contact - when the teacher dealt privately with 
one child about matters idiosyncratic to him rather than publicly 
about material meant for the group or class as a whole. 
2. Total child-initiated response opportunities - public 
interaction between the teacher and one child. The teacher asks the 
question and the child calls out the answer before the teacher has a 
chance to indicate which child is to answer and the teacher does 
acknowledge the answer of this child. 
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question Tirf’wayThat sati'sTT'es "the"teachl^ a"SWers the teacher's 
problems number^ 
The findings indicate that although teachers were using Spanish during 
a small proportion of the total interactions with Spanish-speaking 
students, they did not appear to use Spanish to communicate academic 
expectations. This discrepancy was evident in the type of teacher 
behavior observed wherein Spanish was used and in the fact that seven 
of the ten students with whom Spanish was used were students for whom 
teachers held low expectations. 
These findings indicate that teachers were not communicating 
academic expectations to the students through the use of Spanish. 
Instead, the four types of teacher-student interactions were measures 
of quantity and type of interaction. There is evidence that language 
choice by adults in bilingual classrooms may shift when the context of 
use changes. This behavior was consistent with the impressionistic 
data gathered by Lesly,93 indicating that English was the language 
chosen for formal instruction in the core subjects of reading and 
math, while Spanish was reserved for electives. 
Other Findings 
The unhypothesized findings presented in this section were of 
group differences in interaction patterns that could not be ascribed 
93 
Bilingual Education in California, 1972, "Cited by" Dorothy 
Legarreta, "Language Choice in Bilingual Classrooms," TESOL Quarterly 
11 (March, 1977):10. -*-* 
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clearly to the teachers. Many of these were child behavior assures, 
such as the frequencies of child-initiated work-related contacts. 
Others were teacher-child patterns which had resulted from behavioral 
differences between the groups of children, and from teacher discrimina¬ 
tion between the groups, or from a combination of these two factors. 
Examples here include tearhpy' ini + ia+n/j teacher initiated response opportunities and 
teacher praise and criticism frequencies. 
Analysis of variance of quantity and type of teacher-student 
contact indicated that the classroom was a factor significantly 
related to three teacher behaviors. Language was another factor 
significantly related to one teacher behavior. Expectancy was found to 
be a third factor significantly related to two teacher behaviors. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms in 
work-related interaction initiated by the child was significant at 
P < .05. Other findings indicated that students for whom there were 
high expectations were initiating three times more work-related inter- 
actions—including completing seatwork, clarifying directions, and 
asking for help on how to do the work—than the students for whom 
there were low expectations. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
in procedural interaction was significant at p < .05. Related findings 
shows that teacher-initiated procedural interactions--such as cleaning 
up, running errands,passing out supplies, and managing the classroom-- 
occur more frequently with students for whom there were low 
expectations than with students for whom there were high expectations. 
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The analysis of variance of differences between classrooms in teacher- 
afforded questions during reading group were found to be significant 
at the p s .05 level. The findings indicated that students for whom 
there were high expectations received teacher-afforded questions 
during reading group at least three times as often as students for 
whom there were low expectations. 
No significant differences between classrooms were found in 
0) Procedural interaction initiated by the child, (2) teacher-initiated 
work-related interaction, (3) teacher-afforded behavioral criticism, 
(4) called out answers during reading group, (5) total teacher- 
afforded response opportunity, (6) total child-initiated response 
opportunity, and (7) total dyadic contacts. See tables 15, 16 and 17 
in appendix I. 
Language was found to be associated significantly to one teacher 
behavior. Analysis of variance of differences between language groups 
in work-related interaction initiated by the child were found to be 
significant at the p < .05 level. Analysis by language groups revealed 
that English-speaking students for whom there were high expectations 
initiated twice as many work-related interactions as did Spanish¬ 
speaking students for whom there were high expectations and Spanish¬ 
speaking students for whom there were low expectations. English- 
speaking students for whom there were low expectations were found not 
to initiate work-related interactions. 
The test for the effects of language revealed no significant 
differences between language groups in teacher behaviors including 
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(1) Procedural-interaction initiated by a child, (2) 
teacher-initiated 
procedural interaction, (3) teacher-initiated 
(4) teacher-afforded behavioral criticism, (5) 
work-related interaction 
teacher-afforded 
» 
questions during reading group, (6) called 
out answers during reading 
group, (7) total teacher-afforded response opportunity, (8) total 
child-initiated response opportunity, and (9) total dyadic contacts. 
Expectancy was found to be significantly related to two teacher 
behaviors. Analysis of variance of differences between expectation 
groups in teacher-initiated procedural interaction was found to be 
significant at the p < .05 level. Analysis of variance of differences 
among expectancy groups revealed that students for whom there were low 
expectations received slightly more teacher-initiated procedural inter¬ 
actions than did students for whom there were high expectations. 
Analysis of variance of differences between expectancy groups in 
teacher-afforded questions during reading group was found to be 
significant at the p * .05 level. Analysis of variance between expec¬ 
tancy groups revealed that students for whom there were high expecta¬ 
tions received a higher proportion of teacher-afforded questions during 
reading group than did students for whom there were low expectations. 
The test for the effects of expectations revealed no significant 
differences between expectancy groups in (1) procedural interaction 
initiated by the child, (2) work-related interaction initiated by the 
child, (3) teacher-initiated work-related interaction teacher-afforded 
behavior criticism, (4) called out answers during reading group, 
(5) total teacher-afforded response opportunity, (6) total child- 
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initiated response opportunity, and (7) total dyadic contacts. The 
statistical tests for the combined effects on teacher behavior of 
Classroom and Language and Classroom and Expectancy were found not to 
be significant at the p < .05 level. 
Analysis of variance of those behaviors that characterize the 
quality of academic performance and teacher judgment indicates that the 
classroom is the only factor significantly related to three teacher 
behaviors observed. Specifically, the findings revealed that differ¬ 
ences between classrooms in total correct answers was significant at 
the p < .05 level. Findings also indicated that students for whom 
there were high expectations had a higher frequency of total correct 
answers than did students for whom there were low expectations. See 
tables 18, 19 and 20 in appendix I. 
Analysis of variance revealed that differences between classrooms 
in the average number of reading problems per turn during reading group 
was significant at the p < .05 level. The findings revealed that 
students for whom there were high expectations had more reading problems 
per turn during reading group than did students for whom there were low 
expectations. Analysis of variance suggest that differences between 
classrooms in the number of teacher criticisms in proportion to 
the total teacher-student dyadic contacts was significant at the 
p < .05 level. These results revealed that students for whom there 
were high expectations had almost three times as many criticisms from 
the teacher as did the students for whom teachers held low expectations. 
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The test for the effects of language revealed no significant 
differences between language groups in („ total correct answers 
(2) average number of reading problems per turn during reading group, 
(3) total number of times praised by the teacher divided by total 
dyadic contacts, and (4) total number of times criticized by the 
teacher divided by dyadic contact. 
The test for the effects of expectations indicated no significant 
differences between expectancy groups in (1) total correct answers, 
(2) average number of reading problems per turn during reading group, 
(3) total number of times praised by the teacher divided by total 
dyadic contacts, and (4) total number of times criticized by teacher 
divided by total contact. 
The test for the combined effects of classroom, language, and 
expectations revealed no significant differences between Classroom and 
Language groups nor Classroom and Expectancy groups at the p < .05 
level. 
Analysis of the quantity and type of contact indicated that the 
students for whom there were high expectations initiated more work- 
related interactions and teachers asked them more questions. In 
contrast, more procedural interactions were initiated by the teacher 
and were more often directed to the students for whom there were low 
expectations. These findings were similar to those of Cornbleth, 
Davis and Button94 who found that students for whom there were high 
94 
Catherine Cornbleth, 0. 0. Davis, Jr., and Christine Button, 
Expectations for Pupil Achievement and Teacher-Pupil Interaction," 
Social Education 38 (January, 1974): 57. 
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expectations received more academic interaction than students for 
whom there were low expectations. They also found that the teachers 
felt more comfortable interacting with the student for whom there were 
h19h rather than with those for whom there were low expectations. This 
ending was supported by the present study as evidenced by the high 
degree of interaction that teachers were observed to have with stu- 
dents for whom they had high expectations. 
The implications for these findings are presented in chapter five 
along with recommendations for future research. 
chapter v 
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter presents a summary of the study, reviews the findings 
and presents several implications. The chapter concludes with recommen- 
dations for future research. 
Summary of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to investigate the relationship 
between teacher expectations of first-grade and second-grade bilingual 
students and reading achievement of students in English. Specifically, 
the objectives of the study were: (1) to determine the expectations held 
by selected teachers of sampled first-grade and second-grade students, 
(2) to determine the ways teachers behaved toward high and low expecta¬ 
tion students, and (3) to determine the relationship between teacher 
expectations and reading achievement of the sampled students. 
The sample for the study consisted of seven teachers and fifty-six 
students in first-grade and second-grade bilingual classrooms of an 
elementary school district in Los Angeles County, California. The 
sampling method employed was a non-random sampling technique. The 
sample of classrooms was selected on the basis of four criteria: 
(1) classroom self-containment, (2) teacher bilingual education 
certification, (3) use of bilingual instructional methods, and 
(4) students who spoke at least two languages with varying degrees of 
proficiency. 
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no 
92The instru¬ 
ment was used to collect data on teacher-student classroom inter¬ 
act,on behaviors during a total of ten hours of observation in each 
classroom. Modification of the observation system permitted the 
collection of data regarding the teachers' use of Spanish in inter¬ 
actions with the sampled students in the classroom. Prior to the 
collection of the observational data, 
and rank order four students for whom 
teachers were asked to identify 
they expected high achievement in 
Engluh reading and four students for whom they expected low achievement 
in English reading. On the basis of the rankings collected from each 
teacher, eight students were identified in each classroom. The 
teachers' interaction behaviors demonstrated towards the sampled students 
were then observed. 
Other data utilized in the study were the level of English language 
proficiency as measured on the Language Assessment Scales, and reading 
achievement scores as measured on the California Achievement Test. 
Null hypotheses were selected for the study to examine if a 
student's home language might have an influence on teacher expectations 
for academic achievement in the bilingual classroom. Null hypothesis 
2 and the related nine subhypotheses were formulated to examine 
specific teacher behaviors identified in previous research related to 
the communication of teacher expectations. 
Brophy and Good, Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction: A Manual for 
Coding Classroom Behavior, pp. 1-105. - 
our major null hypotheses and nine subhypotheses were tested 
the study. These null hypotheses include: 
Null Hypothesis l- 
There is no significant positive corrplat-mn hQ+- 
read i n^achi evement!'S ^ 
Null Hypothesis ?• 
There are no significant differences between wavs 
expectations^6 t0Wa^ students and teacher pectations for reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis ? l- 
There are no significant differences between percentaoe 
nf st,raeC^ dn™ers that are followed by teacher praise 
?! ^dfn£s wh° are expected by the teacher to be high 
expected bv^hpT9 a^hlevemant and students who are 
achievement ° be low 1n En9lish wading 
Null Hypothesis 2.2: 
There are no significant differences between language 
groups in percentage of wrong answers that are followed 
by teacher criticism of students who are expected by 
the teacher to be high in English reading achievement 
and students who are expected by the teacher to be low 
in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.3: 
There are no significant differences between classrooms 
by language groups in percentage of wrong answers that 
are followed by teacher criticism of students who are 
expected by the teacher to be high in English reading 
achievement and students who are expected by the teacher 
to be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.4: 
There are no significant differences between percentage 
of wrong answers that are followed by repetition or 
rephrasing of the question for students who are expected 
by the teacher to be high in English reading achievement 
and students who are expected by the teacher to be low 
in English reading achievement. 
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Null Hypothesis 2.5: 
significant differences between per¬ 
centage of reading problems that are followed hv 
repetition, rephrasing of the question or aiviL 
bVhi^irEu^n:hv'rLd[ng\x^^^t^dtrt53:nrtsto 
SS-E achievement.^6 ^ ^^i^h 
Null Hypothesis 2.6: 
There are no significant differences between class- 
thatSare Ewlm99 °fhanswers (correct or incorrect) 
that are not followed by any feedback from the teacher 
in wh°.are ejected by the teacher to be high 
in English reading achievement and students who are 
achievement.t^6 teaCher t0 be loW in En9l1sh readl'"9 
Null Hypothesis 2.7: 
There are no significant differences between class- 
rooms by language groups in percentage of answers 
(correct or incorrect) that are not followed by any 
feedback from the teacher to students who are expected 
by the teacher to be high in English reading achieve¬ 
ment and students who are expected by the teacher to 
be low in English reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.8: 
There are no significant differences between the 
proportion of times the teacher calls on a student 
whose hand is raised to answer an open question 
whether the students are expected by the teacher to 
be high in English reading achievement or the students 
are expected by the teacher to be low in English read¬ 
ing achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.9: 
There are no significant differences between fre¬ 
quency of direct questions asked by the teacher of 
students who are expected by the teacher to be high 
in English reading achievement and students who are 
expected by the teacher to be low in English reading 
achievement. 
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Hull Hypothesis 3- 
ing scores for'bilingual student"^ between read' 
to be high in English read?™ ^ Who are exPected 
expected to be low in Enof sh a"d ?tudents who are 
wgl'sh reading achievement. 
Hull Hypothesis 4: 
teachers"use^of'spanish'when't-6 T*"*™ between 
student and teachers expecUtfnnfi"9 3 bi,in3Ual 
achievement in English °r readin9 
Review of the Findings 
Testing of the null hypothesis at the 
several findings. 
•05 alpha level revealed 
Null Hypothesis 1 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
a Statistically significant correlation between students' language pro¬ 
ficiency and teacher expectations for student reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.1 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statistically significant differences between percentage of correct 
answers that are followed by teacher orai^P u y teener praise and teacher expectations 
for student reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.2 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statistically significant differences between language groups in wrong 
answers followed by teacher criticism and teacher expectations for 
student reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.3 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statistically significant differences between classrooms by language 
groups in wrong answers followed by teacher criticism and teacher 
expectations for student reading achievement. 
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Null Hypothesis 2.4 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statistically significant differences between classrooms in wrong 
answers followed by repetition or rephrasing of the question and 
teacher expectations for student reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.5 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statistically significant differences between classrooms in reading 
problems followed by repetition, rephrasing of the question, or by 
giving a clue and teacher expectations for student reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.6 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statistically significant differences between classrooms in answers 
(correct or incorrect) not followed by any feedback from the teacher 
and teacher expectations for student reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.7 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statistically significant differences between classrooms by language 
groups in answers (correct or incorrect) not followed by any feedback 
from the teacher and teacher expectations for student reading achieve- 
ment. 
Null Hypothesis 2.8 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
statisically significant differences between the proportion of times 
the teacher calls on a student whose hand is raised to answer an open 
question and the teacher expectations for student reading achievement. 
Null Hypothesis 2.9 was not rejected. The data collected did not 
indicate statistically significant differences between frequency of 
direct questions asked by the teacher and teacher expectations for 
student reading achievement. 
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Null Hypothesis 3 was rejected, 
statistically significant differences 
dents in English reading and teacher 
achievement. 
The data collected indicated 
between achievement of stu- 
expectations for reading 
Null Hypothesis 4 was rejected. The data collected indicated 
a statistically significant correlation between a teacher's use 
of Spanish and teacher expectations for student reading achieve- 
ment. 
Other significant but unhypothesized findings revealed that dif¬ 
ferences for the groups were significant at p < .05 level for the 
following behaviors: 
1. Work-related interaction initiated by the child; 
2. Teacher-initiated procedural interaction; 
3. Teacher-afforded questions during reading group; 
4. Total correct answers by the child; 
5. Average number of reading problems per turn durinq 
reading group; y 
6. Total number of times criticized by teacher by total 
dyadic contacts. 
While the results show that there are differences, it seems 
reasonable to suggest that teachers gave more praise, gave more oppor 
tunities to respond, and interacted more frequently with students for 
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they had hl9h eXPeCtat1°- *» with students for whom they had 
low expectations. It may he that those students ton who, thene ane 
low expectations in English reading achieved receive more teacher 
behaviors that are not related to the communication of teacher expec¬ 
tations than do students for whom there are high expectations. The 
Endings suggest that there is a relationship between the ways teachers 
behave toward students and teacher expectations for reading achieve¬ 
ment. There is also a relationship between reading achievement 
of students in English and teacher expectations for reading achieve- 
merit. 
/ 
Imp!ications 
The implications of this study are somewhat complex but are 
significant for bilingual teachers and for students whose primary 
language is one other than English. These implications are of two 
types: (1) implications for improvement of curriculum and instruction, 
and (2) implications for teacher training. The curriculum and instruc¬ 
tion provided in a bilingual education classroom should reflect the 
individual language and subject content needs of all students. More¬ 
over, the influence of teacher behaviors on interactions with the 
students and the need to improve the academic performance of limited 
English-proficient students indicate that meaningful changes are 
needed in teacher training programs for bilingual education. 
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Imp!ications 
Imprnvp^n, 
The findings of the study suggest that the .ore proficient a 
student is in the use of the English language in the classroom the 
M9her Wln ^ thS achievement expectations for that student 
" E"9l1Sh readi"9- " * is perceived by the teacher to be a 
low achiever in reading, then that student is likely to score low on 
English language proficiency assessments in bilingual classrooms. By 
definition, students in bilingual classrooms speak at least two 
languages with varying degrees of proficiency. This suggests that 
language is a major influence shaping teacher expectations for the 
academic performance of limited English-proficient students in a 
bilingual education classroom. If low expectations are not to be 
communicated and if teachers are to respond to what academic skills a 
bilingual child needs to be learning, then language proficiency assess- 
ment information must be understood and used for planning of 
instructional programs and to teach the bilingual child in a manner 
that will optimize his or her academic performance and minimize the 
communication of teacher expectations. For example, if limited 
English-proficient students demonstrate some proficiency in the use of 
everyday English, many educators often assume the students to have 
sufficient English proficieincy to follow a regular English curriculum 
and to take achievement tests in English. What is not often realized 
by educators is that because of a limited English-proficient student's 
Engl ish-as-a-second-1anguage (ESL) background, he or she is not 
prepared to perform in a regular curriculum or be examined with testing 
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procedures having considerably more regular classroom or academic 
Engush vocabulary. Research findings suggest” that it takes much 
longer for limited English-proficient students to approach corcnonly 
accepted age or grade norms in context-reduced (academic) aspects of 
English proficiency-five to seven years on the average-than it does 
in context-embedded (face-to-face communication) aspects which take 
two years on the average. 
Instructional strategies appropriate for the individual learner, 
that reduce communications of differential teacher expectations, and 
that utilize a student's learning skills, need to be developed. For 
example, a school principal could monitor to be sure that recommended 
instructional strategies are being used (e.g., the suggested practice94 
calling for the primary language of the student to be used at least 
70 percent of the time in kindergarten, 50 percent of the time in 
grades one through three, and 25 percent of the time in grades four 
through six). The concensus reflected in the literature95 is that 
limited English-proficient students will most easily acquire the basic 
93 
James Cummins, "The Role of Primary Language Development in 
E^c?tl°nal Success for Language Minority Students," in 
Cal1 forma State Department of Education, Schooling and Lanquaae 
^inority Students: The Theoretical Framework Evaluation, 
Ange?es"^982,apd ^SeSSment Center’ California State University, Los 
^Calif°rn|a State Department of Education, Basic Principles for 
the Education of Language-Minority Students: An Overview. Office of 
Bilingual Education, California State Department of Education, 
Sacramento, California, 1982, p. 19. 
95 
„ . The Spanish Reading Process and Spanish Speaking Mexican 
American Children. "Cited by" Theresa H. Escobedo, ed., Early 
Childhood Bilingual Education: A Hispanic Perspective (New York- 
Teachers College Press, 1983), pp. 161 and 198. 
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concepts presented in the schooi curium it those concepts are taught 
^ StUdent'S "atiVe la« learning a second language 
Another example, might he the learning to read "process,' which is iden- 
t.cal in Spanish and English. A child who learns to read in Spanish may 
still need to learn English, hut does not need to relearn the reading 
Process in English. Children in the early grades, especially, must read 
m a language that they understand if they are to learn to use strate¬ 
gies like rhyming. Furthermore, the use of language experience stories, 
which will of necessity utilize the language children speak at home, 
can help the beginners to develop reading strategies. The stories can 
serve to help the teacher to observe and assess a student's strengths 
d weaknesses rather than saying he is smart or dumb and therefore help 
in Planning instruction. However, these strategies will not be avail¬ 
able to children who are not allowed to use their native language. A 
basic fear of school administrators and teachers is that teaching 
children to read in their native language will take up time that should 
be used for reading in English. Teachers therefore feel pressured to 
start English reading exercises early in the child's school years. 
Research indicates that: 
t0 JrV(rlop native language academic skills 
of limited English-proficient students enhances their 
eventual ability to succeed in English-only instruction and 
diminishes the chances that students will suffer the neqative 
consequences of limited bilingualism.96 
Therefore, it may be more effective to use a bilingual child's native 
language to initially instruct the child in reading and other subject 
96California State Department of Education, Basic Principles of the 
Education of Language-Minority Students: An Overview, p. 11. 
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w 9U39e POl1Cy Statement the ««r1ct Superintendent 
would provide the principal and teachers with support and cogent 
ln Pr°Vld1n9 eqUalUy the instruction tor a„ students. Since 
research suggests that achievement in English literacy skills is strongly 
re a ed to the development of native language literacy skills, teachers 
need to he concerned with providing students with sufficient time in the 
i mgual educate program to develop "threshold" levels of biliteracy 
rather than with reclassifying and exiting limited English-proficient ’ 
students out of bilingual programs as soon as possible.97 
The curricular materials used in the bilingual classrooms observed 
m this study ranged from a complete bilingual (English/Spanish) set 
of textbooks to English-only texts. This implies that bilingual teach¬ 
ers had a variety of available curricular resources to instruct the 
students in their classrooms. Yet, of the sampled students in this 
Study, only five percent received instruction in their native language 
in reading using proper curricular materials. A complete set of reading 
textbooks, mathematics books, and other subject matter should not only 
be available but also must be used in both languages to help the 
bilingual child learn. In addition, bilingual (English/Spanish) supple¬ 
mental books, classroom library books, learning games (e.g., loteria for 
Spanish Language Arts) and manipulatives need to reflect all of the 
languages and cultural backgrounds present in the classroom in a manner 
that will mitigate teacher expectations of students. 
In the implementation of the curriculum in a bilingual classroom, 
teacher expectations that hinder learning can be neutralized to some 
^cummins, "The Role of Primary Language Development in Promoting 
tducational Success for Language Minority Students," p. 44. 
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degree by consideration of a student's learning style. In a bilingual 
classroom where there are a wide range of language proficiency levels 
in at least two languages and varying academic skill levels, a great 
need exists to focus on the individual learner. This can be done by 
individually paced, learning-center oriented activities, and longer 
blocks of time in which each student can concentrate on his or her task- 
oriented work. This means that there will be less emphasis on large 
group, “whole class" activities. In this study, the investigator 
observed that too much time was spent by students "waiting around" until 
the teacher could answer their questions. It would have been more 
effective if students had learned to look up the answer on their own 
(e.g., in a dictionary). Flexible sitting arrangements could allow for 
grouping of students in small learning groups that allow students to 
assist each other while the teacher is busy with specific students. 
Observations made in this study indicate that current curricular 
and instructional practices demonstrated in the sampled bilingual class¬ 
rooms were very similar to those practices used in most monolingual 
English, nonbilingual classrooms. This practice is not appropriate 
since there are students in bilingual classrooms who are more 
heterogeneous in language and performance than in monolingual class¬ 
rooms. There is a need for teachers to be trained specifically in 
teaching students from diverse language and cultural backgrounds found 
in bilingual classrooms. Teachers need to be trained in strategies 
for structuring the classroom to help and guide students of 
different language proficiency levels, both students who 
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excel and students having learning 
ensure student achievement rather 
tations. 
difficulties, in a manner that will 
than fulfillment of teacher expec- 
^li^iilons__for Teacher Training 
The results of this study indicate that bilingual teachers behave 
differently toward students for whom they have high expectations than 
toward students for whom they have low expectations, and that they 
behave differently towards English-speaking students than towards 
Spanish-speaking students. Teachers tend to direct more of those 
behaviors identified with the communication of expectations (e.g., 
correct answer followed by teacher praise) toward those students for 
whom they have high expectations than toward those students for whom 
they have low expectations. Thus, teachers are more supportive of 
those students whom they view in a positive manner (e.g., reading 
problems followed by repetition, rephrasing of the question, or by 
giving a clue). Teachers providing unequal support between the-high 
expectant and low expectant implies that teachers need to have training 
experiences through which they consciously learn to practice positive 
attitudes and exert positive influence towards all the students in 
their classrooms. Teachers need to learn to positively reward strong 
efforts of students regardless of prior expectations, for example, by 
teaching low and high reading group students together at least for a 
short time every day. 
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Both Spanish-speaking and Engiish-speaking students for whom there 
were high expectations received more freguent teacher interactions 
than did students for whom teachers had ,ow expectations. Therefore, 
teachers need to become aware of and also respond to those students 
for whom they have lesser expectations in a manner supportive of the 
students' performances. Teachers need to be less communicative with 
dll students about what they exDprt anri mn*. y expect and more supportive of student 
academic performance. 
A teacher training college course for bilingual teachers should 
include the development of direct awareness of expectation research and 
its bearing on teacher classroom behavior. Teachers need to be trained 
in collecting and using student data for planning instruction so as to 
reduce communication of differential performance expectations by the 
teacher; also, teachers need to be trained to use strategies that transfer 
the responsibility for learning from the teacher to the student and that 
allow for the teacher to positively reward student performance regardless 
of prior expectations. Specifically, bilingual teachers need to develop 
both English and Spanish proficiency in the content areas of reading, 
mathematics, and science in order to facilitate student learning. To 
facilitate this competency, teacher training at an institution of higher 
education may be done through subject matter presentations and completion 
of course requirements in those languages that the teacher will use in 
the classroom. 8 Teacher trainers may profit from being bilingual 
go 
George M. Blanco, "Beyond the Bilingual Classroom: Increased Use 
of l_i in Professional Activities." Focus, National Clearinghouse for 
Bilingual Education, Rosslyn, Virginia, No. 7, July 1981, p. 2. 
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" SUPerViSln9 bi11n9Ual teach- trai'nees by better observing and 
analyzes systematically the content and process of teacher-student 
interactions in the biiingual classroom. Bilingual student-teachers 
need to complete their student-training experience in an environment 
that Will help them practice and analyze their use of Spanish and 
English in the instruction of Spanish-speaking students in a manner 
that will positively reinforce student achievement. 
To help teachers become better aware of their behavior towards 
students in the classroom, on-going staff development strategies need 
to be devised and used in the school setting that will promote analysis 
of instructional behavior by the teacher involved. Teacher self¬ 
analysis of instructional behavior can be done in at least two ways. 
The first way it can be done is by one teacher observing another 
teacher in a systematic manner using an instrument such as the 
Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction System and discussing the observation 
made and recorded. The second way by which instructional behavior 
can be analyzed is by videotaping. The teachers can have themselves 
videotaped and use self-analysis in a systematic way in analyzing 
the videotape. In this way, teachers can review behaviors they 
use to teach a bilingual student and use this knowledge to modify 
their teaching behavior to effectively promote academic performance of 
all students. The relationship of teacher expectations to academic 
performance of bilingual students is very important. Much needs to be 
done to improve teacher training programs to ensure student achievement. 
The use of instruments like Brophy and Good's Teacher-Student Dyadic 
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Interaction System can contribute to the better understanding of the 
effects of teacher expectations on student performance and of how the 
effects can be minimized. 
Bloom's basic assumption on teaching is that when teachers have an 
accurate picture of their teaching method and style of interaction with 
the students, they will be able to provide more favorable learning con¬ 
ditions for all students. In his research he has viewed the task of 
teaching as providing more equal treatment of students. Teachers in his 
study viewed themselves and developed techniques for equalizing their 
interactions with all students. Two techniques are (1) find something 
positive and encouraging in each student's response, and (2) find ways 
of involving students in active engagement in the learning process. 
With the opportunity for the teachers to see themselves teach and 
develop techniques, the teachers are better able to direct their teach- 
ing to more students in the classroom." 
Recommendations for Future Research 
The results of this study suggest the following recommendations 
for further research. The recommendations are presented in four cate¬ 
gories . 
• The reported study should be replicated to lend further 
confidence to the findings reported about teacher expec¬ 
tations and student achievement in bilingual classrooms. 
"Benjamin S. Bloom, "The 2 Sigma Problem: The Search for Methods 
of Group Interaction Instruction as Effective as One-to-One Tutoring," 
Educational Research 13 (1984): 11-12. 
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Also, since data for the present stody were collected 
only in reading classes, additional data could be 
collected for other academic subjects (e.g., mathematics, 
science, physical education, art) to see if there are 
any differences in patterns of teacher expectations and 
teacher behaviors toward students across various subject 
matter areas. 
• The relationship between the teacher's use of Spanish 
and teacher's differential behavior toward students 
needs to be investigated at the beginning, middle and 
end of the school year to determine if any changes occur 
in the teacher's communication of differential per- 
formance expectations. 
The findings of the present study revealed that 
teachers used Spanish more often with students for whom 
they held low expectations. An investigation needs to 
be done to determine if such patterns of teacher expec¬ 
tation and differentiated behavior toward students 
found in the present study persist if bilingual teachers 
teach Spanish-as-a-second-1anguage (SSL) to the English 
speaker and English-as-a-second-language (ESL) to the 
Spanish speaker, with equal treatment and equal status 
given to both languages in the classroom. 
• The results of the present study suggest that one means 
to improve learning of low achieving students is to alter 
low expectations of teachers. Research needs to be done 
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to determine how different strategies for staff 
development influence expectations of teachers. 
Further, it is important to determine what changes 
in student behavior tend to alter teacher expecta- 
tions. 
• Research needs to be conducted on Spanish-speaking 
parents' expectations of their children's academic 
achievement at school. The relationship between 
parents expectations and the teacher's expectations 
for academic achievement of the children needs to be 
investigated. Also, the link between parent expecta¬ 
tions and student achievement in various academic 
subjects should be considered. 
Limited English-proficient students in public schools of the 
United States continue to score well below the national norm level in 
reading, mathematics, and science. These students continue to have a 
high rate of early grade retention and a high rate of dropout. As the 
bilingual population continues to increase over the next twenty years, 
so will the need to provide equal educational opportunities to bilingual 
children. This concern for bilingual students has been amplified by the 
call for excellence in education. Hence, we must continue to seek ways 
of providing opportunities for all to excel in an equitable manner. 
Teachers must be part of the vanguard in this endeavor. They must be 
prepared to provide leadership for meeting the academic needs of all 
bilingual students. 
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TEACHER-CHILD DYADIC INTERACTION 
JERE E. BROPHY 
THOMAS L GOOD 
University of Texas 
Austin, Texas 
In this system, developed to tut the relationship between teacher expectancies and pupil achievement, the 
individual child is the focus of analysis. This feature enables the researcher to assess differences in teacher 
behaviors toward different types of learners in the classroom. The system was designed to provide a record of tho 
beheviora! mechanisms underlying the transmission of teacher expectancies of puoil performance. It indudes 
measures of both affective and cognitive behaviors. The category definitions include detailed differentiations of 
level of question (specified as process. ’ "product.'' "choice." and "self-reference" questions), and "type of 
child s answers ( correct. ' part-correct." "incorrect." and "no response"). The affective dimension consists of 
a teacher s feedback reaction category containing subcodings, such as. "praises." "affirmation of correct 
answer," "no feedback reaction," "criticizes." 
*Simon, Mirrors for Behavior III, pp. 191-197. 
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TEACHER-CHILD dyadic interaction 
SUBJECT OF OBSERVATION 
• Teacher and Pupils 
Teacher Only 
Pupil Only 
Small Groups 
Family Dyads 
Counselor or Therapist with Patient 
Admxnistrators/Supervisors and Supervisees 
SETTINGS IN WHICH USED 
• Classroom, any content 
Classroom, for specific subject 
Commercial or Industrial 
Counseling or Therapy 
Group Dynamics 
Other 
number of subjects observed 
1 Only 
Dyad 
More Than 2 People But Not Classroom Setti 
• More Than 2 People in Classroom Setting 
Point-Time Sample 
CODING UNITS 
• Category Change 
Time Unit 
• Topic or Content Change 
• Speaker Change 
Time Sample 
Other 
COLLECTION METHODS REPORTED 
• Live (no special equipment needed) 
Live (special coding equipment needed) 
Video and/or Audio Tape Required 
COLLECTING AND CODING 
PERSONNEL NEEDED 
• One Person Only 
Team of Two 
2 Teams of Two 
CATEGORY DIMENSIONS OF THE SYSTEM 
• Affective 
• Cognitive 
• Procedure or Routine 
Physical Environment (material, equipment, etc.) 
Psychomotor (body movement) 
Activity (doing something) 
Sociological Structure (role, who to whom, etc.) 
Other 
USES REPORTED BY AUTHOR 
• Research 
Training 
Evaluation 
CATEGORIES FOR TEACHER-CHrLD DYADIC INTERACTION 
Jere E. Brophy 
Thomas L. Good 
GENERAL CLASS ACTIVITIES 
Response Opportunities 
Discipline Questions 
Direct Questions 
Open Questions 
Call Outs 
Level of Question 
Process Questions 
Product Questions 
Choice Questions 
Self-Reference Questions 
Child's Answer 
Correct Answers 
Part-Correct Answers 
Incorrect Answers 
No Response 
Teacher's Feedback Reaction 
Praise 
Affirmation of Correct Answers 
No Feedback Reaction 
Negation of Incorrect Answers 
Criticism 
Process Feedback 
Gives Answer 
Asks Other 
Call Out 
Repeats Question 
Rephrase or Clue 
New Question 
READING AND RECITATION TURNS 
Type of Recitation 
Self-Reference Recitations 
Work Recitations 
Reading Turns 
Child Performance and Teacher Feedback During 
Reading and Recitation Turns 
Dyadic Teacher-Child Contacts 
Work-Related Contacts 
Procedural Contacts 
Behavioral Contacts 
** 'JtJN tRAL CLASS ACTIVITIES 
RESPONSE OPPORTUNITIES 
Discipline Qne^tim.,.. 
•" •*«»-» co *> »u, me» d".c‘"“;,:„ 
Examples: 
” "ot ,lme “ <*»■ »o. you d0 a. >tort 
Direct Questions 
~,zzdzt:zi rrd - «* 
moat obvious eases occur wteu * wish to respond, m. 
("John, how much is two plus two?") " th* °hild before ask‘ng the question 
Open Question* 
children to -aits for one or more 
I"*™*™ ^ ^ ChUdren “d *« 
nated to respond by th?te2her>SuI>TOt^ S*** <a’ a Child Wh° has not been d«ig- 
•hhchcr ,heu tutns his TisLZZZZ “‘e““hEr‘* «•«: «>, ,L 
a% to him. cnis cblld “d makes a feedback response specific- 
level of questions 
Process Questions 
C08““v'or 
r.rr,„r~~ ssr ~ 
Examples: What can we learn from this story? 
What does that saying mean? 
Product Questions 
ee rrsr xr^sxxr rh -b-—- * «*. 
tions, and at the same time^hev do nor ^ *planatIons bu‘K into process ques- 
include the correct ansiy™ SlIS.’SSS: Ch,'d "Uh 
What detter, number, day, shape, color, etc.) is this- 
Who (discovered America, is the president)? 
Examples: 
Choice Questions 
and cannot be classedts a^elf referenc^ ^ ^ questlon deals "nth academic cont 
alternatives. .„her ““ provides r.spons 
with the question, which include the correct a C ' vlsuai aids t0 look at in conneci 
anawer is one „f ,h. alterSves Sre“enS. " “•*' • “» 
Example:- 
Is this (b or d, 3 or 4 
rM » b'“e> ’ (either-o, ^«0^“d*5’’ * «*— or a circie. 
- 1 ~or questions) “ 
question isl^s a ^^-or question or a yes-no 
amount? ’ ss water. or just the same 
Self-reference n....1n|1, 
-—.o 
uo you have a (doe car 
When is your birthday"’ ’ PCnCi1’ etc-> 
CHILD'S ANSWER 
Correct Answers 
2ST *' —" - «— - - [reats a, cortae, COJM „ 
Part Correct Answpra 
abo^ response" ^rleZ'Zt Valence 
Incorrect Answt.ro 
Responses which the teacher treats a* in 
Nop.- “ “ » incorrect. 
No response is coded whenever the 
the uewer, or mumbles nmntelltgtbly "aeThil’dd"' “c*“s :h“ l>e doesn't know 
l^,q ““ “ >* coded arcorree, oar, ‘or. ! “ “•“‘•M. response 
mumbles an answer to a teacher's o„»ch ’ P*ft orrect» or incorrect. Thus if a chiin 
answer more loudly, the iswer ^11 be co^T aSked by the teach- to «pea L 
pending on tn. reaeon dte teacK"^ S^d *- 
TEACHER'S FEEDBACK REACTION 
Praise 
E-, ve evaluation ac_ by nonverbal comtnunicadon o, tvarmtb. Joy or eaci.e- 
Examples: Right - it's red. Good, Johnny. 
Good — you remembered didn't you! 
information of Correct Racp. 
jSSTSS iS™ *“ »"• Vpee of questions, 
that s rieht okav ar. i IS correct either verballv (Yes i™ 
oKay, etc.) or non-verballv inmrtrn- .l. , y (les> um-humm, rieht 
W'S ^ “ SeVedTn'a 
teacher feedback^reactton coded af™ se“ Tth^Tb ^ “ part of a 
wtth non-verbal communication of warmth iov or » ^ COtUent were accompanied 
panied they are coded as verbal lff^«0'a Zy°T excite—t. When not so accom- 
No Feedback Reacfion 
cw!dfonho"ng Ws^aLwer or ^ SlmPly ^ n0t re3pond to the 
information about tha oorr.oa.aa or moorr.cmaaa^SlSf^” r"“ 
Examples: v«, »w.i. <41__ You think it's red. 
I never thought of that. 
Negation of Incorrect Amw.ru 
Indication that the child's ancwor ic i 
assuming that the response is confined ^ Part ‘S Coded as "negation" 
"criticism." confined to informational feedback and is not codable as 
Criticism 
Teacher, feedback reactions coded as "criticism" inoi„H 
tural or expressive communication of anger reiection orT T3mpaaied bY gee- 
verbal criticism. ^ ’ reIectlon. or frustration as well as direct 
Example: Maybe you'd know if you'd pay attention. 
Process Feedback 
"What color^tWsr^iMette wesson * u^'3 anSWer to a question such as 
the English language attaches to the colors tiT* the arbltrarY linguistic label which 
basic facts whilst belC^VmtriL 
than 30Ci6taI COnSeDSUai agreement rather'" 
possible. In addttonL JSE Mels °f Pr°,CeSS’ n° pr°cess feedback *■ 
of process feedback include splX tr£f,( ^ °f qUeSti°nS which do not ad™“ 
Gives Answer 
Examples: Teacher provides the answer. 
It's red. We call this color red. It's red, just like a stop light. 
instead asks for someone 
Asks Other 
Here the teacher does not provide the answer for the child but i 
else to provide it. 
Examples: Does anyone know0 
Mary, can you tell me? 
Call Out 
feachtt1 ^ SOmet|m,eS coded for the ^aoher's feedback reaction (although it is not a 
cher response) if some other child calls out the correct answer when the first child 
gives an incorrect answer or is unable to respond. Call out is coded in teacher's fe^- 
back reaction whenever the child gets feedback from another child who in fact calls out 
£e SJwer1 " “* “eCeSSary that the teacher ^ f^back to the child who called out 
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Repeats Question 
Teacher repeats the question. 
example: wnat color? Well' Uo you know' 
What else is red? Are you wearing 
Rephrase or n.m 
Teacher rephrases questions or gives student a clue. 
Example: [s it red or blue0 Is it redo r= 
a stop light. It-s our new color for today “it C°!,°r as 
It rhymes with "bed. " - • t begins with "r. " 
New Question 
Teacher asks another new question following a first. 
Example. Yes, and what color is this? 
anything that's this color’ 
explains why aV^ster t^ngtr^if he ^ ** "process feedback" if he 
answer. If the original question was a ProSsSques^01° T "T* * ^ ^ ^ 
process feedback simolv bv .u rocess question, the teacher will be giving 
"repeating” meZt, Lf Z , TT, “ T "'»>•**•*« »ong 
tie teacher's apparent intent and the response’d^m a T"?™* ““iteration o( both 
instance, when a child is ready and stops bee emand of &e second question. For 
next word, the teacher reaction "Are you sWck’" '*?* “* taow the 
lent to "Do you know the word?" and therefore ™dfw ?*“ ^ fUaCtlonally ^uiva- 
reaction "Did you study this ?" is^ST^?£#t “ " Howev”. *• 
whether the child knows the word or wishes to mlkl! *r lS n0t merely lnqulrlnS 
the more general matter of the child's reading sh i r, SUf®S' He ^ shifted focus to 
Consequently, this reaction is'cfded3*3 
spons. and is no, an ,«.mpt „ ge, ,he cUW pq“3"° ». 3. 
i Urvlso 
turns readfng orTelmng a^s^elTeVouTmTe uUrs'm^u^ We takm? 
vittes.separately from interaction which occurs between teTche^fd th^ne^Zll III 
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Inter Coder Reliability Procedures and Data for 
Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction System 
In order to establish inter-coder reliabil 
Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction observational 
procedures were used: 
ity with the use of the 
instrument, the following 
1. Coders became familiar with the Teacher-Child n^v 
and the coding forms. 
2. Coders observed and coded in a first-grade classroom during 
the periods of reading and other academic subjects. 
3. Three coders worked together to establish reliability (percent 
of agreement). 
4. When observing in the classroom, coders initially coded, 
randomly selected a few children and monitored the interaction between 
child and teacher, not using any identification numbers. A seating 
chart was kept handy for reference. Questions that the coders had were 
written down and discussed. 
5. Short periods of coding were mixed with periods of discussion 
between the three coders. Coding was done in the mornings and in the 
afternoon. 
6. Later, longer periods of time were used to observe and code. 
Then identification numbers were assigned to the children and used by 
coders. 
1 
JereJ. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher-Child Dyadic Inter- 
• Lx Manual -Pnv* r A A * ~ PK_r» _ i“ :--r-r— —  - 
. A M J uuuu, ted n im ia uya i  
^ction: A Manual for Coding Classroom Behavior (Austin. Texas: 
niversity of Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher 
Education, [1969]), pp. 101-103. 
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The following fonnul. was used to determine the percent of 
agreement. The ratio of the exact agreement between coders to the 
combined total of exact agreements plus omissions (one coder coded and 
°""r J,J “> P,"‘ <*« ««.r. cw t.« 
on the coding). 
8. intra-observer reliability was established after observing and 
9 the classroom for ten separate days through different times 
during the day. Inter-coder agreement was 84%. 
Day 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Average Combined 
Total (Percent) 
83.6 
82.0 
82.6 
83.0 
82.6 
84.0 
87.3 
86.3 
87.0 
86.0 
844.4 = 84% 
153 
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Description of the Linguistic Subsystem of 
the Language Assessment Scales (LAS)1 
Jhe Phonemic System. The foundation of any language is its 
Phonemic system. From the basic sounds,meaningful words of the language 
are constructed. If a student is unable to hear the difference between 
these sounds (decode), the student will not be able to understand the 
words constructed from them in everyday conversation and classroom 
instruction. And if he cannot pronounce the sounds (encode), others 
will have a difficult time understanding him. These phonemes are the 
most difficult for students moving from one language to another. 
Researchers have found that the phonemic system is a very important 
part of learning to read and write. 
In LAS particular emphasis is given to the phonemic system since 
it is the foundation of any and all linguistic communications. LAS 
measures both the decoding and encoding of the English and the Spanish 
phonemic systems. Special emphasis is placed on the sounds which are 
most difficult for the child learning English (or Spanish) as a second 
language. 
2* The Referential System (Lexical). The referential system, the 
next level of language, consists of meaningful units constructed from 
the basic phonemes. It is this level of "words" which ultimately 
determine the meaning of any sentence. 
Edward A. DeAvila and Sharon E. Duncan, Language Assessment 
Scales (LAS I) (San Rafael, California: Linguametrics Group, 1977), 
pp. 1-4. 
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There is indication that knowing some lexical items are very 
important and even necessary for acquiring syntax of the corresponding 
language. There is evidence that if a student has problems with 
African English lexical items, there is evidence of weakness that may 
contribute to the difficulty in the mainstream setting. This problem 
could be due to the student having had little or no experience in the 
language or the student has not abstracted commonly encountered words. 
The actual words used in the English lexical section were based on 
word frequency counts. In this way DeAvila and Associates were able to 
identify different words that characterized various levels of difficulty 
as based on frequency. Thus the lexical section of the LAS is directly 
comparable to the Dolch List used to establish reading levels in 
English. 
3' Ihe Syntactical System. The syntactical system (the rules for 
combining words into a meaningful sentence) is the third level of 
language. Syntax is essential for the understanding of the language 
because the relationship between words provides a major contribution to 
the meaning of the communications in that language. 
As in Miller's (1965) excellent example, the sentence, "they are 
hunting dogs," may have two distinct meanings depending on whether we 
group are hunting" or "hunting dogs." The meaning of a sentence also 
depends on how words are grouped. 
The LAS used two different methods of measuring syntactical 
ability. First, the sentence comprehension in this method has been 
used quite effectively in the past and shows only minimal socioeconomic 
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class effects. Second, through the use of a story telling device in 
this task, the student is rated on inclusion and use of essential 
syntactical elements as well as on overall ability to convnunicate in 
the language. 
4- Ihe PragmaticJystem. This fourth area of language in the LAS 
is a measure of the student's ability to use the language for his own 
ends. DeAvila states that this area has generally been overlooked in 
research and application. The idea here is to assess the student's 
ability to use the language for his/her own ends by having the teacher 
or another adult familiar with the student, rate the student on his 
ability to carry out certain relevant tasks using language (shopping at 
the store; visiting with a friend, etc.). 
Five Studies Used 
and Reliability of 
APPENDIX F 
in Establishing the Validity 
the Language Assessment Scales 
161 
TECHNICAL NOTES 
on 
The Language Assessment Scales 
LAS0 I 
nr,rtoIhk data 0n the validitY and reliability re- 
ported herein are based on five studies. I^the 
51fth9- n6 important asPects of each study 
wiH be briefly summarized. Since the preparation 
scali hT k LAS®.Technical Notes, two sub- 
Palre and I e" .reV'Sed- ThfiSe are the Minimal Pairs and Lexical sections of the test in both 
English and Spanish. See subscale descriptions 
for details The results reported here are based on 
the revised subscales. In those cases where data 
are presented, the changes are noted. 
The first study was based on 100 children 
who were divided into two groups on the basis 
of grade and language. Language estimates were 
taken from bilingual people who were highly 
familiar with the linguistic and socio-cultural 
backgrounds of each child tested. Children were 
tested with the Language Assessment Scales 
(LAS)® and scored by the test administrators. 
The children's performance was also tape record¬ 
ed and scored by a second rater. Overall, the in¬ 
terrater agreement was .987 (Pearson correlation) 
for the Phonemic section. For the individual 
94mfnnP 96 0f agreement ranged from 
.94 to 100 percent. For the Pair, subscale inter¬ 
rater agreement was .975. For the Lexical item, 
the mterrater reliability was .87 with the per 
cent of agreement also ranging from .94 to 100 
percent. 
n 111 validity was measured by how 
well the LAS® discriminated the English-speak- 
rng from the hmited-English-speaking group. On 
the Phoneme section the difference was signifi- 
cant beyond the .001 level (Mann-Whitney U 
test). In fact, the lowest score in the English- 
speaking group was over 15 points higher than 
the highest score for the iimited-English group. 
On the Lexical the groups were also different at 
the .001 level. Similar differences were found 
fo^Comprehension (P < .001) and Production 
These results were replicated in a subsequent 
study comparing the Spanish and English perfor¬ 
mances on the two LAS® versions. These results 
are summarized below in Table 1. 
TABLE 1. 
Spanish 
TOTAL SCORE ** 
Comparison of performance between 
the high and low groups 
_ 
Hi Lo Hi 
X = 95.81 51.86 91.01 
SD- 6.52 21.29 6.16 
F - 54.05 F = 494, 
Sig. P<.0001 Sig. P < 
Df- 241 Df- 311 
X - 
SD= 
F * 
Sig. 
Of- 
Spanish 
Hi 
34.46 
4.48 
9.75 
P < .002 
241 
PHONEMES 
Lo 
24.17 
11.11 
Hi 
34.96 
2.21 
F - 
Sig. 
Df- 
English 
Lo 
61.19 
16.65 
.0001 
English 
Lo 
29.00 
6.24 
Spanish 
Hi Lo 
LEXICAL* 
140.6 
P < .001 
311 
PAIRS* 
X 
SD 
F 
Sig. 
Df 
Spanish 
Hi 
- 29.6 
= .86 
= 10.72 
P < . 
- 212 
Lo 
19.14 
9.47 
Hi 
X - 4.46 
SD- .67 
Lo 
2.78 
2.18 
001 
English 
Hi Lo 
28.7 19.89 
1.09 10.53 
14.99 
P < .001 
184 
‘Note that the data reported are based on revised sub¬ 
scales. 
’’Based on raw scores. 
Source: DeAvila, Language Assessment Scales 
X 
SD 
F 
Sig. 
Df 
18.43 
1.65 
18.77 
< .001 
214 
7.71 
8.93 
English 
Hi Lo 
19.01 8.55 
.87 
F - 39.42 
Sig. < .001 
Df - 186 
X = 
SD- 
F - 
Sig. 
Df- 
Spanish 
Hi Lo 
9.36 5.27 
1.97 3.60 
15.95 
P < .0001 
241 
COMPREHENSION 
Hi 
9.44 
.92 
F = 
Sig. 
Df- 
English 
Lo 
5.79 
2.64 
226.85 
P < .0001 
309 
Spanish 
PRODUCTION 
F = 
Sig. 
Df- 
60.72 
P < .0001 
241 
English 
Hi Lo 
4.58 2.51 
.59 2.22 
101.97 
P < .0001 
311 
F = 
Sig. 
Df- 
pp. 24-26 
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interrater directed toward establishing the 
mterrater agreement on the Production section 
test performances were scored by four different 
raters consisting of 1) an ESI teacher 2) an 
chanlner't3) TKllm9Uai aide'and 4> a bilingual ps^ 
chologist. The results of these analyses^re nrn 
Note SWaoeThable! 2'6 aCCOrdin9 t0 la"4>e‘ Note that age has also been taken into acrm.nr 
trih°tdw t0 examine Potential confounding at¬ 
tributable to age differences. 9 
TABLE 2. 
E 'in'""" a%Mment on Production section - 
cngiish 5 yean and _ 
ISKSST" - -sifts 
LAbU total score with age in month* r=.c<.^ „ 
dl® 0f 107 chi|dren the correlation between 
181 NpJrh 396 was.’172- F°r Spanish it was 
cant int ther, Corre,atlon was statistically signifi- 
Enoli h a ^ eC°rre,ati0nS f0r both Spanish and tnglish are provided in Table 7. 
~.86i a « X 3 23 TABLE 7 
ill .921 
SO- 1.30 Intencale correlations for 
English/Spanish subscales 
.901 ~90f 
.94 
1. ESL Taacher 
2. SSL Tucmr 
3. oilinquai aio« 
4* oiimquai DSycnoloqist 
. TABLE 3. 
internter agreement on Production section - 
engl-h 6/7 veer, SoJn,T 
~ .951 M * 
.93 I .94 SO- 
.87 T 
.96 
.96 
1 2 3 
61 
3.39 
1.28 
l9l M * 
izj .88 SO- 
.921 .90 .93 
1 2 3 
Phonemes 
Pairs 
Lexical 
Comprehension 
* Production 
TOTAL SCORE 
.705 
.618 .688 
.396 .509 
.754 
.517 .691 
.410 .521 
.583 
.548 
.680 .211 
.162 
.768 .751 
.708 
.158 .141 
.434 
.389 
.173 .148 
.823 
.517 
.533 
.145 .123 ■831 |\ 
English SCORE 
TABLE 4. 
Interrater agreement on Production section - 
8/9 years 
English N * 
7 - 
40 
3.50 
Spanish N * 
2 89 SO = 1.15 2 .87 
X — 
SO » 
3 r .90 
.91 3 .93 93 
4 r .87 .94 90 4 87 .91 86 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
3.47 
1.20 
2 
3 
4 
TABLE 5 
Interrater agreement 
10/1 
English N = 
X - 
SO » 
69 
3.61 
97 .90 ] 
.92 | .93 1 
.90 | .91 
.92 j 
1 2 3 
jn Production section — 
1 years 
2 
Spanish 
86 1 
N s 
X = 
SD = 
20 
3.6 
99 
3 .90 1 .87 1 
4 
.93 j .92 I .89 1 
1 2 3 
2 
3 
4 
TABLE 6 
Interrater agreement on Production section — 
12 years 
English N - 90 
.91 i SO = 97 
1 .38 | .93 I 
r .92 i 90 | .94 | 
1 2 3 
and older 
Spanish N = 17 
2 .89 I SO= 1.01 
3 
.91 | .94 1 
4 ITT .91 1 .93 I 
1 2 3 
r 'wiiuwing normative 
da a were collected using monolingual speakers 
only. These data are provided by age and subscale 
as well as for the total test. The English-speaking 
sample is based on data collected in the South- 
west. The Spanish-speaking sample was based on 
Chicano, Puerto Rican and recent arrivals from 
Latin America. As can be seen through compar¬ 
ing these scores with the criterion levels provided 
in the scoring section of the LAS© manual there 
is approximately one SD (standard deviation) 
between each level. The data on the revised sub¬ 
scales are based on more recent assessment with 
simihar types of children. 
The above analysis deals with validity and 
inter-rater reliability for the syntactic produc¬ 
tion section. In a more recent analysis the inter¬ 
nal item consistency was examined for each of 
seven age groups. In this analysis the scale relia¬ 
bilities were computed on a total sample of 325 
children. In the reliability data reported below 
results from several studies were pooled. The 
total population thus represents a wide range of 
academic and linguistic abilities. 
Phonemes 
Min. Pairs * 
Lexical * 
Comprehension 
TOTAL (excluding 
syntax production) 
’Revised 
Phonemes 
Min. Pairs’* 
Lexical ** 
Comprehension 
.90 
(48) 
.88 
(48) 
.80 
(48) 
.93 
(48) 
.89 
(48) 
TOTAL (excluding 
syntax production) 
’Cronbach Alpha 
Based on revised subscales 
.90 
(40) 
.88 
(41) 
.93 
(40) 
.80 
(40) 
.93 
(40) 
6 
AGE 
TABLE 8 
Internal Reliability 
English 
Z 8 
.91 
(57) 
.92 
(57) 
.75 
(57) 
.95 
(57) 
.96 
(57) 
_6_ 
.91 
(33) 
.85 
(33) 
.96 
(33) 
.85 
(33) 
.94 
(33) 
10 
.87 
(42) 
.81 
(42) 
.39 
(42) 
.69 
(42) 
.91 
(42) 
.90 
(53) 
.89 
(53) 
.70 
(53) 
.50 
(53) 
.92 
(53) 
.84 
(37) 
.84 
(37) 
.52 
(37) 
.62 
(37) 
.91 
(37) 
Internal Reliability ’ 
Spanish 
7_8 9 
.91 
(35) 
.67 
(35) 
.83 
(35) 
.54 
(35) 
.92 
(35) 
10 
.91 
(37) 
.86 
(37) 
.96 
(37) 
.85 
(37) 
.94 
(37) 
.91 
(43) 
.84 
(43) 
.90 
(43) 
.85 
(43) 
.95 
(43) 
.84 
(37) 
.84 
(37) 
.52 
(37) 
.63 
(37) 
.63 
(37) 
.90 
(35) 
.67 
(35) 
.83 
(35) 
.54 
(35) 
.92 
(35) 
.88 
(51) 
72 
(51) 
.37 
(54) 
.72 
(51) 
.91 
(51) 
11 + 
.87 
(51) 
.72 
(51) 
.36 
(51) 
.72 
(51) 
.91 
(51) 
.89 
(295) 
.87 
(295) 
.72 
(295) 
.68 
(295) 
.93 
(295) 
Total 
.92 
(216) 
.83 
(216) 
.93 
(216) 
.80 
(216) 
.95 
(216) 
TABLE 9 
Total mean scores for monolingual English speakers 
Age N 
Total 
Mean Scores 
* SD 
Phonemes 
5? SD 
Pairs’ 
X SD 
Lexical* 
X SD 
Comprehension 
X <tn 
Production 
¥ CD 
5- (15) 93.4 6.76 34.9 ' 2.75 22.7 2.77 17.4 1.14 9.30 1.80 4.25 .70 
6/7 (29) 89.6 6.79 33.8 2.81 23.8 2.83 18.4 .79 10.00 0.00 4.50 .63 
8/9 (75) 95.4 6.01 33.8 2.81 24.2 3.01 17.9 1.00 10.00 • 0.00 4.46 .67 
10/11 (88) 92.1 5.98 35.0 1.80 29.4 1.86 19.0 
.26 9.60 0.80 4.19 .82 
12+ (101) 94.0 5.40 35.1 1.79 30.0 1.62 19.5 .09 9.95 0.61 4.66 .59 
Totals 308 92.3 6.08 34.7 2.30 28.6 1.84 19.4 
.11 9.87 0.69 4.45 .80 
Total mean scores for monolingual Spanish speakers 
Aqe N 
Total 
Mean Scores 
X SD 
Phonemes 
X SD 
Pairs* 
X SD 
Lexical* 
X SD 
Comprehension 
X SD 
Production 
X SD 
5- (15) 95.0 6.00 34.6 2.68 27.4 2.04 18.9 .98 9.81 0.51 4.61 0.54 
6/7 (21) 92.5 6.20 34.7 2.70 27.0 2.13 19.4 .70 9.56 0.59 4.58 0.59 
8/9 (19) 90.3 6.80 35.8 2.59 24.9 3.18 19.2 .68 9.87 0.22 4.44 0.62 
10/11 (26) 94:7 5.96 35.8 2.57 28.3 1.99 18.7 .77 9.76 0.63 4.49 0.60 
12+ (29) 98.5 4.80 33.6 2.78 27.6 2.03 19.6 .09 10.00 0.00 4.68 0.58 
Totals 105 93.4 6.10 34.6 2.67 27.4 2.00 19.2 .18 9.79 0.65 4.55 0.58 
’Based on revised subscales 
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Language Assessment Scales (LAS) 
English Proficiency Levels--Explanation 
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Language Assessment Sralpg 
English Proficiency Levels-ExplanaHnn 
Proficiency Level T, The students in this group do not speak, 
understand, or write English, but some may know a few isolated words or 
expressions. 
Proficiency Level II_. This group includes children with little 
knowledge of English. The speakers in this category often have great 
difficulty in comprehending and speaking English. Consequently, 
attempts at elicitation often are met with silence, a repetition of the 
questions or gestures (pointing, nodding, etc.). 
Proficiency Level III. Speakers in this group have difficulty 
comprehending many things in the English language. Elicitations of many 
types of constructions frequently will be met with silence or repeti¬ 
tions of what has been said. However, they are sufficiently in control 
of the language to communicate, using poorly formed syntactic construc¬ 
tions. Although these children may occasionally produce good phrases 
and simple sentences, they generally will fail to provide a noun with 
the proper preceding article, be unable to manage agreement between 
subject and verb because of the inability to make the appropriate 
correlations between person, number, gender, and subject-object forms 
for prounouns, and will have difficulty distinguishing singular and 
plural forms of nouns. Difficulty with the auxiliary verb is most 
evident in this range. Omission of the verb (especially forms of "be") 
is also characteristic of this group of speakers. These speakers have 
been exposed to the major sound system in English and to the basic 
166 
syntactic structures. They are uMiaiiw y are usually at the pre-primer stage in 
literary ability. 
Proficiency Level IV. Speakers in this group both comprehend and 
respond to English better than those in Level in. However, they often 
do not respond without the use of one of the prompting techniques. 
Although they tend to use a large number of poorly for»*d constructions, 
these deviant forms will alternate with their well-formed counterparts. 
Their language facility could be described as being in a state of flux. 
Their reading ability is usually 1-2 years below that of English 
speaking students. Thus, while they will continue to make the same 
general kinds of "mistakes" as those in Level III, they will not be 
making them so frequently. If these students are excluded at this state 
of their language development, it would doom them to "failure." There¬ 
fore, they will continue to receive bilingual classes to insure 
continued academic growth and reinforcement. 
Proficiency Level V. This group includes competent English 
speakers. These speakers both comprehend and respond in English. They 
have internalized the rules for most well-formed constructions, and 
their syntactic lapses are relatively minor. These lapses are of the 
type that may persist into adult speech, marking them as slightly 
deviant by middle class standards. Examples of the kinds of syntactic 
lapses that occur among these speakers are mainly problems with the 
auxiliary verb and with the use of the negative. These students 
usually are reading close to or at grade level. 
appendix h 
Interpretation of the Language Assessment 
Scales in Terms of Levels 
and Student Score Sheets 
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Interpretations of LAS Scores in Terms of Levels 
Score 
85 to 100 
75 to 84 
65 to 74 
55 to 64 
54 and 60 
Totally fluent in English (or Spanish) 
Near fluent in English (or Spanish) 
Limited English (or Spanish) speaker 
l?nn,^?+-S\(2r Spanish) speaker, apparent 
linguistic deficiencies 
Non-English 
deficiency 
(or Spanish) speaker, total linguistic 
Level 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
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Student Score Sheet 
for 
LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT SCALES© 
LASS — Level I (English) 
Name_ 
District_ 
Grade_ 
Examiner 
—-- Sex_ 
_School 
_ Home Language 
---Test Language 
Date of Test 
.Date of Birth 
Teacher_ 
.Ethnic Group 
Age 
I MINIMAL SOUND PAIRS: 
—» « -... 
Examples: go. big - different 
lean, lean — same 
_ 1. tham-tliem 2.3* 
- 2. then-dan — 10.7S 
— 3. very-berry 13.14 
- 4. five-five — 12.15 
_ 5. yellow-yellow-21,22 
- 6. yos-Jess -1 a.20 
- 7. hit-hit — 78,79 
- 8. hop-up - 29,30 
- 9. spun-spun - 41.43.4 5 
-10. cspecially-speeially<io.4i 
-11. pot-pat - 67.68.09 
-12. back-back 36.3 7 
-13- deap-dip - 87.88.89 
-14. meat-meat 88.89 i 
-15. sing-sink —92,93.94 
_16. rang-rang — 94,97 
— — 17. thumb-thump .46,48 
--18. thin-tin — 48,77 
-19. chain-chain - 56.57.58 
_20. shop-chop — 57,121 
-21. rice-rise — 44,61 
-22. ten-tan — 66.67 
-23. set-set - 66.69 
-24. send-sent — 72.74,75 
■ ' 25. inold-moid - 72,75 
-26. pcsl-pill - 78.89.76 
27. mob-mop — 84,85 
-28. cold-gold — 12.73 
-29. whether-westher - 99.100 
-30. rain-ray - 110.114.115 
II LEXICAL: 
Teaser Instructions: Tell the ttudent you'll be showing him/he 
somu pictures. Then, point to each picture, and ask: What's this 
-31. table 
-32. train 
-33. dog 
-34. apple 
-35. sofa (couch, etc.) 
-36. bicycle 
-37. oltphant 
- 33. banana 
-39. knife 
-40. space ship (rocket) 
-41. chicken 
-42. bread 
- 43. hammer 
-44. submarine 
-45. dinosaur 
-46. watermelon (melon) 
— 47. candle 
-48. airplane 
-49. camel 
. --  50. choose 
Any or c!l of the following LAS ® Language Arts Supplement 
gsmes and activities would be appropriate for vocabulary en¬ 
richment: 4. 11. 18. 7.3. 31, 32. 33. 30. 37, 55 58 62 
G7. 70. 72, 06. 88, 89. 97. 108. 111. etc. 
Ill PHONEMES: 
Student Instructions: Are you ready? I want you to say exactly 
what you hear on the tape. 
Examples: If you hear dog. you say dog. If you hear. 
it*s raminc. you say 
— 
51. 
52. 
this i 
Ely father is further. 1 1.2.3 
— 
53. 
54. 
. { 
Tha rivers are moving. ) 12, 13. 14 
— 
£5. 
56! 
i 
i l.o x*r<2 is yellow. f 18. 19.20 
— 
57. 
58. 
hnm t 
The hat is hot. J 23. 24 
_ 59. ■M.ek i 
_ 60. He huqged the byg. f 29. 30. 31 
_ 61. bg.d i 
_ 62. He m on e mot. 36.37 
_ 63. Sop . 
_ 64. The inail can spin 40, «1.«2 
_ 65. Iking , 
_ 66. Old Kathy i, } 48. 46. 51 
_ 67. cheap . 
_ 68. He chewed his gsocolate. | 54. 121. 122 
_ 69. P»»t 1 
_ 70. The boyi were bujy. ( 61.63.64. 
_ 71. bed I 
_ 72. Lit the pit in. 1 66. 68. 69 
_ 73. toei . 
_ 74. The foo^ was good. 1 71. 73, 74 
_ 75. hill , 
_ 76. He bit the chip. f 77, 78 
_ 77. rid j 
_ 78. Tlie erad was in the tub. 1 82. 83. 84 
_ 79. bget i 
_ 80. They nQd the feed. 1 87. 88. 89 
_ 81. bag . 
_ 82. My gum is good. 91.92.94 
_ 83. White i 
_ 84. There's tgfj'te and wheat. | 93. 99. 100 
_ 85. Qaint > 
_ 86. The pig wes in the perk. I 85. 124 
wws, . SI9V6 uwivirncntN^IOIM 
Student Instructions: Listen to the tape, then point to the 
picture that shows what you heard. 
. 07. 
. 88. 
Th. forks are held by both children. 
The men is pushed by th. woman. 
-89. Th. girl is not on the bike. 
-90. The boy does not hold a duck. 
-91. Th. woman feeds herself with a spoon. 
-92. Th. man and women are vary unhappy. 
-93. Th. woman is riding th. hursa and the 
little girl is watching. 
-94. Th. fattest little boy is sitting. 
-95. The boy is eating the girl's food. 
-96. Th. eat jumped and th. dog sat. 
Any or all of the following LAS© Language Arts Supplement 
games and activities would be appropriate lor enrichment of 
oral comprehension: 9.15. 17. 34. 28. 43, 45 43 49 52 57 
G3. 65. 69. 71. 74. 79, 90. 93, 104, 115. 11S,’l23. etc. 
V ORAL PRODUCTION: (Storytelling) 
Scored on back of this sheet. 
If item is missed, these activities in the LAS© Language Arts Supplement 
(English) would be aopropnaie. 
SCORING CALCULATIONS 
Prj. Lex. Sub- pll°n- Comp. Prod. Total 
x ICO 
2 
Copyright © 1975, 1377 Linguametrics Group 
Total Level □ □ 
7 8 
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LAS® I - Student Score Sheet 
Name 
. Date of Test 
Production - Storytelling 
ten a story and I'm going to play th^tor^^ Aren'' ,heV W? Well, these oictures 
sv>the wav 11 was *• “2^. 
(After playmg tape,: Now that was a pretty good story, wasn't it. Can you ,e„ me the story exactly the way you 
Teacher Instructions: Arrange test book 
so 4 pictures can be seen simultaneously-__ 
as student listens to tape. After hearing 
tape,ask student foretell story. 8E SURE __ 
TO WRITE DOWN EVERY WORD OF _ 
STUDENT RESPONSE EXACTLY AS ----- 
GIVEN. If student does not produce at  
least 50 words, try probe questions such as 
examples given below. Again, write down __ 
response exactly as spoken. " 
Probe questions to be used if necessary: 
1. What did he like to do? 
(pointing to silly old monster) 
2. What did he do one summer day? 
3. What did the monster say after he 
drank the ink? 
4. Who are they? (pointing to three 
monster friends) 
5. Whacdid his friends ask him? 
6. What did his friends bring him? 
7. What did the big monster give him? 
8. What did the middle-sued monster give 
9. What did the little monster give him? 
10. What's the silly c'd monster never going 
to do again? 
OBSERVATIONS 
Based on your observations, pleace give your assessment of this student's 
probability of success in the following situations. 
1. Asking for directions in English to an unfamiliar part of the school. 
2. Telling a joke in English to monolingual peers. 
3. Describing his/her family composition in English to a monolingual 
peer or teacher. 
4. Explaining to a teacher in English why s/he had been absent from 
class. 
5. Describing a sciance experiment in English. 
6. How long have you known this student? 
use of the English language. Rate the student's 
(Succeed fully) 5-4-3-2-1 hail) 
(Circle One) 
5-4-3-2-1 
5-4-3-2-1 
5 — 4-3 — 2-1 
5-4 3-2-1 
5-4 — 3-2-1 
Total Average 
Copyright © 1975, 1977 Linguametrics Group 
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Name_ 
District_ 
Grade_ 
Examiner 
Student Score Sheet 
for 
language ASSESSMENT SCALES© 
LAS® - Level I (Spanish) 
-Sex_ 
.School ___ 
.Home Language_ 
-Test Language 
Date of Test 
Date of Birth 
Teacher_ 
.Ethnic Group 
Age 
^^^“lN,:ArRES- SOUNO PAIRS) 
Cinta, dime» suenan igualasodif.?antM.d°* Mlabr" ,n 
cjempJo: 1) libro, puarta - difarantas 
21 aquipo, aquipo — igualas 
_ l.todo-toro — 2a.so.37* 
_ 2. darauia daractia — 1.9 
_ 3. eoro-eom - *9,23,27 
_ 4- Pdada-poaada - 11.107.17 
_ 5. coma oomo — 42.ioa.43 
- 8. boca-boea — l.ioa.i09 
- 7. acoaar-acuaar-106,110 
_ “. mitad-mitsd — 12,13,14 
-*• P»*»r-P,a*r - 1,11.a 
_'O abidfHubido- 3,42.10 
_11* cunade cunade — 43,44 
-12. pacar-picar - 43,11.14 
_____ 13. tmw-tumor- 42.44,46 
-14. cmco-cnco - 11.1244 
-15. paffo-ballo — 66.S4.S9 
—IS" ~ 29.72.76 
_17. xona-cana- 107,ios.4S 
_18. P«aa da-paw da - *2.43.47 
_19. buaear-iuxgar 87,90.93 
_20. paaa-paa - 1,2.3 
_21. cana<aiu - 117,19.20 
_Z2. muro-moro - 84,82 
_23. mata-maaa — 109.5,6 
_24. forro-forro — 23.24,25 
_25. pidiando-pudiando -13.84 
_26. goma-goma — 80.81,96 
_Z7. lugar-iigar - 84.13,18 
_28. caaa-gaaa - 94.9S.77 
CaK^Cmm ~ 106,1.9 
_30. poxo-pao - 106.12,17 
II LEXICO: (LEXICAL) 
-38 -«• 
—**■ 
-38.' biodata -*«• dlnoeauro (dlnoaaurio) 
-2' ,4*f*0,* _! 47. candela (vela) 
-35. platano (banana) 48. ly^, 
-2' -49. camallo 
-oooctt _so. qiMao 
,0l!0"'m« 9*™* *"0 activitiat from tha LAS® 
S“0_0','^•n, "°uld **• »PPropr,ata for vocabulary 
enrichment. 3, 4, 13, 14,18, 21, 24, 26, 30 34 40 41 si S5 
56. 57. 82, 67. 79. 80. 84. 88. 92. 12 
III FONEMAS: (PHONEMES) 
1 ** i,no/*? r*p,m —-10 
For ejampto, li oya. cau^vaa a dacir caw. Si oyas. buanos dial 
• oecir _. -— ’ 
- 51- tp^_ 
-— 52. Estg an >1 meet, 
- 51 pgo 
- 54. j/ma toed at hjjo. 
- 55. araija 
- 58. Laa ntgaa lo anaagan. 
- 57. tiaQa 
- 58. El patrp haca ruido. 
1.5 
11,12 
19.20 
22.23 
th#" •C,IVI,I« «ha LAS® Languaga Arts Supplai (Spanish) would be appropriate. 
-59. gima ) 
- 60. No pigo n«4a malo. \ 28^9 
-61-11*90 | 
- 82. Es Hjabon da Julio. \ 38,39 
-61 antra 1 
-84. No mg lo dgja. f 42,43.47 
- 65. tarda 
-66. Ex el a[te da Mafia. f ^8*50 
-67. boaque 
-68. A yer u pan*. f 54^5 
- 69. nayaao | 
-70. El topo juaga rndjau. [ 66.67,68 
-71. labia 1 
-71 El pqp coma xometaa. } 70.71.73 
-73.90TO 1 
-74. No jueguas an mi agua. ( 77.78.79 
-75. uvaa l 
-78. Laa nybaa no vualan. } 8233 
- 
1 
 78. El *8qo haca to mtima. } 8647,90,91 
-79. mnao 1 
-80.lQuian via a* pargua? 1 9445,100 
-Bl.joma. I 
-81 EM060 bado aqui. f 101.102 
-Slyvaja | 
-64. Sa van dg. ojat. | \ 104,106,108 
-85. Hants | I 
-- 88. El camollo me Memo. | 'f 112.113 
1^..^. . —- ■ ——w wjmpffnetiion) 
a< #wud“nt*: Escucha la cinta. luego enseffame 
el dibuio que mdica lo qua oista. * 1 
-87. El jovan corre muy raptdo. 
-88* La nirCa «ta colump tandem. 
-5* #<t> v *•'*<** «ta santada. 
- ■8Brri •* ju«ueta da la nine. 
-oi’ u no tiana dfnero. 
-92. El homtore aataba comiendo cuando 
* a^bol sa cayo. 
-oT E ®at® ** *•"*? v 94 pmrro bnneo. 
-2JJ* La nine pequena ha roto al vaao. 
-2’ 7°** tn muf9rm •■*»*» muy contents*. 
-98. La puarta aa carrada por loa dot ninoa. 
WjSSSife 
V PROOUCCION ORAL - CUENTOS (Productioo - Stocywllin,) 
Scored on back of this iheet. 
SCORING CALCULATIONS 
Lax. Phon. 
2 3 4 5 6 
Sub- 
Comp. Prod. Total Total Level □ □ 
7 8 
Copyright © 1975, 1977 Linguametrics Group 
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LAS® I _ Student Score Sheet 
Name__ 
V Production - Storytelling 
Date of Test 
* *”■ p2r.Lr,”rr* dibu'“' p“"- ■“ » 
SET "co'a■,,■■ * - -—--22 ET.rSKlESr 
^"2221 '• •*—»<■—.. <*« 
so 4 pictures can be seen simultaneously-- 
as student listens to tape. After hearing _ ~ 
tape, ask student to retell story. BE SURE 
TO WRITE DOWN EVERY WORD OF 
STUDENT RESPONSE EXACTLY AS -- 
GIVEN. If student does not produce at -——-_____ 
least 50 words, try probe questions such 
as examples given below. Again, write 
down response exactly as spoken. 
Probe questions to be used if necessary: 
1.2Que le gustabe hacer? (pointing to giant) 
2. i Que hizo la giganta un di'a de verano? 
3. i Que di jo la giganta despues de comer la 
pintura? 
4. i Quienes son elfos? (pointing to giant's 
friends) 
5. i Que le preguntaron sus amigos? 
6. ? Que le trajeron sus amigos? 
7.1 Que le dio el gigante grande? 
8-t Que le dio el gigante mediano? 
9.? Que le dio la giganta pequena? 
10. i Que es lo que giganta nunca mas va 
a hacer? 
^mJnr°fr# f°‘IOW,n.9 Language Arts Supplement games and activities would be appropriate for 
enrichment of syntax production: 16. 21, 24, 28. 31, 36. 41. 52. 58, 65, 69. 72. 74, 98. 105. Ill, 118, etc. 
OBSERVATIONS 
Based on your observations, please give your assessment of this student's use of the 
probability of success in the following situations. 
1. Asking for directions in Spanish to an unfamiliar part of the school. 
2. Telling a joke in Spanish to monolingual peers. 
3. Describing his/her family composition in Spanish to a monolingual 
peer or teacher. 
4. Explaining to a teacher in Spanish why s/he had been absent from 
class. 
5. Describing a science experiment in Spanish. 
6. How long have you known this student? _ 
Spanish language. Rate the student's 
(Succeed fully) 5—4-3-2-1 |f„i) 
(Circle One) 
5 — 4 — 3 — 2 — 1 
5-4-3-2-1 
5-4 — 3 — 2-1 
S-4-3-2-1 
5-4-3-2-I 
Total Average 
Copyright© 1975, 1977 Linguametrics Group 
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appendix I 
Summaries of Mean Scores and P-Values 
for Teacher Behaviors 
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TABLE 21 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLED STUDENTS USED IN STUDY 
(Contreras, 1985) 
Unguage Assessment Scales (LAS) Scores 
English Proficiency (LAS Level 4, 5) 
Non-and Limited-English Proficiency (LAS Level 1, 2, 3) 
Language Proficiency and Teacher Expectations (N=5E1 
Pr°fi.c!ency and High Teacher Expectancy 
English Proficiency and Low Teacher Expectancy^ 
Non- and Limited-English Proficiency and High Teacher ExDeetanrv 
Non- and Limited-English Proficiency and Low Teacher Expe'ctancT 
% 
27 
7 
23 
43 
Reading Group and Reading Level* (N=56) 
English Level 
First Grade 
Second Grade 
Third Grade 
Spanish Level 
First Grade 
Second Grade 
N % 
0 0 
10 18 
11 20 
7 13 
13 23 
4 7 
3 5 
3 5 
2 4 
0 0 
0 0 
2 4 
1 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
*English Reading: Ginn 720 Series 
Spanish Reading: Santillana Series 
APPENDIX K 
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TABLE 22 
SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
SAMPLED STUDENTS USED IN STUDY 
(Contreras, 1985) 
Home Language* (N=56) 
English 
Spanish 
Spanish and English 
Chinese and English 
Vietnamese 
N % 
14 
36 
3 
1 
2 
25 
64 
5 
2 
4 
*As defined by the Home Language Survey, State of California Education 
Code. See Chapter III data collection instruments. 
Birthplace (N=56) 
Southern California 
Northern California 
Other States in the United States 
Mexico 
South America 
Indochina: Taiwan/Vietnamese 
N 
36 
3 
3 
9 
2 
3 
% 
64 
5 
5 
16 
4 
5 
Ethnicity and/or Type of Origin (N=56) N 
Anglo-American 4 
Mexican American/Chicano 38 
Mexican 9 
Central or South American 2 
Indochinese 3 
% 
7 
68 
16 
4 
5 
Gender (N=56) 
Female 
Male 
N % 
28 50 
28 50 
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TABLE 23 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
SAMPLED TEACHERS USED IN STUDY (CONTRERAS, 1985) 
Formal College Bilingual Teacher Training (years) (N=7) 
N % -- 
Less Than One Year 2 29 
One Year 4 57 
Two Years 
• 
1 14 
Teaching Experience in Bi1inqual Classrooms 
N % 
Less Than 1 1 14 
1-3 3 43 
4-6 2 29 
7-9 1 14 


